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ABSTRACT
IDENTIFICATION AND DISCRIMINATION OF TENNESSEE 
TEACHER AND ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTIONS 
TOWARD THE CAREER UDDER PROGRAM 
by
Yuen-Cheng Yang
The problem of this study was to identify and discriminate the 
perceptions of administrators, Career Ladder teachers, and non-ladder 
teachers in the Tennessee public schools toward the Tennessee Career 
Ladder Teacher Evaluation System.
In reviewing the literature and searching manuals of survey 
instruments, an appropriate questionnaire was not found that would 
answer the specific questions necessary for this study. A 
questionnaire was designed and field tested utilizing local public 
school teachers and administrators. Items in the questionnaire were 
also factor analyzed. The validation was completed by experts in the 
field of teacher merit pay and instructional evaluation.
Demographic data and information were collected by a state-wide 
survey of Tennessee educators. Two research questions were raised to 
guide the study. The comparison data collected pertained to sex and 
age of the participants, highest degree completed by the participants, 
participants* Career Ladder status, professional membership, 
professional experience, and the type and classification of school In 
which the participants worked. The Information concerning educators' 
perceptions regarding the Career Ladder Program was obtained through 
their responses to the 30 statements in the research Instrument which 
dealt with the various important aspects of the program.
The population for the study was the public school teachers and 
administrators in Tennessee. Five hundred educators were randomly 
selected from across the state. A 7A.6% return was obtained. The 
analyses of data were conducted through the use of different 
statistical measures in the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
- Extended, and were presented in both tabular and narrative forms.
Major findings indicated that significant differences in 
perception regarding the Career Ladder Program existed among the 
Tennessee educators. In general, teachers who have obtained Levels II 
and III status on the Career Ladder and administrators perceived the 
program positively while Level I teachers and particularly non-ladder 
teachers tended to perceive It rather negatively. No groups surveyed 
felt that the evaluation process was well-understood or that the 
program encouraged diversity in teaching behavior.
iii
No groups felt that differences in learners, schools, and school 
systems were considered when assessing the effectiveness of teaching 
behavior.under the current evaluation system. All educators felt that 
need for reducing the amount of paperwork required in teacher 
preparation for evaluation, and were aware of the "gamesmanship** 
dimension of the program. There was agreement among all groups in the 
study that the Career Ladder Program had failed to attract the best 
people into the teaching profession, failed to retain them, and has 
done little to enhance the teacher's public esteem.
Despite the agreements, it is evident that Tennessee public school 
teachers and administrators held different perceptions toward the 
Career Ladder Program. A relationship seems to exist between 
administrators and higher level teachers and a more positive perception 
concerning the program. On the other hand, it appears to be true that 
lower level teachers and non-ladder teachers are associated with a 
generally negative perception regarding the Career Ladder Program.
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction
It has been generally believed that A Nation at Risk, issued by 
the National Commission on Excellence in Education in the early 1980s, 
has had a Sputnik-like impact on American education. The report, 
criticizing low educational standards and the decline in teaching 
competency, among other things, caught the attention of the general 
public and educators alike and made a strong case for the urgency of 
educational reform if the nation was to retain its place in this 
competitive world. Indeed, A Nation at Risk was credited with creating 
the momentum for the American reform movement which has been the major 
characteristic of the 1960s American public school education (Pulliam, 
1987).
As an integral part of the American educational reform movement, 
the State of Tennessee was among the first to develop and implement a 
type of incentive program for its teachers, the well-publicized Career 
Ladder Teacher Evaluation System, more commonly known as the Career 
Ladder Program. The system, according to Dr. Carol Furtwengler (1985), 
former Assistant Commissioner of Education for the Tennessee Career 
Ladder Program and Special Assistant to former Governor Lamar 
Alexander, was designed to attract the best teachers into the teaching 
profession, to retain them in it, and to reward the teachers for 
outstanding performance.
The Tennessee Career Ladder Program for teachers as a concept 
first appeared in early 1983 when Governor Alexander proposed an 
incentive pay system for teacher instructional improvement. The 
governor's ten-point Better Schools Program included a four-level 
Master Teacher Program
(Apprentice, Professional, Senior, and Master Teachers) which was the 
initial stage for the development of the Teacher Career Ladder 
Evaluation System (Handler & Carlson, 1984). Due to a great deal of 
resistance and rejection from the Tennessee Educational Association 
(TEA), the General Assembly postponed action on this controversial 
career ladder bill until 1984 when the Comprehensive Education Reform 
Act (CERA) was finally passed.
Since its implementation five years ago, the Tennessee Career 
Ladder Program for teachers has remained a rather controversial issue. 
Some believe that the Career Ladder Program has indeed transformed the 
teaching profession resulting in teachers experiencing a renewed pride 
in themselves and in their profession, and this rejuvination in turn 
has been reinforced by the monetary bonuses. Others, however, report 
that the program has badly hurt teacher morale and caused mutual 
distrust and jealousy among educators. They maintain that this merit 
pay plan does not pay teachers for their merits, rather, it enables 
them to earn a little bit more money by having to work harder and 
longer.
Controversial as it is, the Career Ladder Program in Tennessee has 
affected most of the teachers (some 90% of the eligible teachers have 
entered the program) (Furtwengler, 1987), although many others still 
refuse to participate in the program. Indeed the influence of the 
Tennessee Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System is quite apparent and 
deeply felt, but the perceptions of the teachers and administrators 
regarding the Career Ladder System are not so obvious. Few research 
studies have been conducted in this area. As a matter of fact, 
perceptions among the nonparticipating teachers, Career Levels I, II, 
and III teachers, and the administrators toward the Teacher Career 
Ladder Program are so very unclear and the various report about them
have been so very contradictory that the development of some valid and 
reliable measurement devices and a careful and unbiased study of the 
perceptions of the nonparticipants, Level I teachers, Level II 
teachers, Level III teachers, and administrators regarding the 
Tennessee Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System would prove to be 
extremely timely and important.
The Problem
Statement of the Problem
The Tennessee Career Ladder Program for teachers was purposed to 
bring about instructional improvement in Tennessee public schools 
through the teachers' efforts to achieve additional salary supplements 
and higher professional prestige. Yet too many controversial feelings 
and attitudes have been reported among the Tennessee educators about, 
and as a result of, the Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System. The 
problem of this study was to identify and discriminate the perceptions 
of the administrators, nonparticipating teachers, Career Levels 1, II, 
and III teachers toward the the program through the development and use 
of a valid and reliable measurement device.
Purpose of the Study
The Tennessee Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System was 
constructed upon certain fundamental principles and beliefs which are 
clearly stated at the beginning of the Career Ladder Teacher 
Orientation Manual, 1988-1989. Some of these fundamental principles 
and beliefs have been established by the Comprehensive Education Reform 
Act (CERA) of 1984, and others are based on educational research and
experiences of the key program developers. These fundamental
principles and beliefs are expressed in such five areas: (1) the
evaluation program, (2) the teacher, (3) the evaluator, (A) the
*
evaluation process, and (5) the evaluation instruments. The purpose of 
this research was to investigate the perceptions of the 
nonparticipating teachers, Career Levels I, II, and III teachers, and 
administrators in the Tennessee public schools regarding the 
fundamental principles and beliefs, and other related aspects of the 
Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System,
Significance of the Study
As the saying goes, perception is reality. Indeed, the success or 
failure of an educational program often depends on the way in which it 
is perceived by those who have been affected by and/or closely 
concerned with it. This, of course, is certainly true of the Career 
Ladder Program for teachers in the State of Tennessee. This study was 
significant in that it was conducted by a researcher who had no 
personal or selfish interest in the Career Ladder Program and thus 
could observe from a neutral and objective standpoint without being 
affected by the controversial and biased attitudes. Furthermore, this 
study was significant because it determined the perceptions of the 
Tennessee administrators, nonparticipating teachers, and Levels I, II, 
and III teachers concerning the Career Ladder Program for the Tennessee 
public school teachers. The study was also able to aid the program 
developers in identifying factors which have contributed to the success 
of certain aspects of the program and identifying negative factors 
which resulted in a lack of teacher and administrator approval and 
acceptance of the Career Ladder System. In addition, the study added
to the existing literature on merit pay and teacher evaluation.
Finally, it was believed that the results of this research study could 
offer significant insights to top decision makers of the state as to 
whether the statewide Career Ladder Program for Teachers was to remain 
as it is, to be further revised and developed if it was to continue, or 
to be partially or totally abandoned.
Limitations of the Study 
This study was confined to the State of Tennessee and the findings 
were relevant and applicable only to the Tennessee Career Ladder 
Program for teachers. This study included as its target population 
only the administrators and classroom teachers in the public schools in 
the State of Tennessee. Classroom teachers were those grade K-12 
instructional personnel who were participating and not participating in 
the Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System during the school year 
of 1988-1989. The study included neither the non-instructional 
personnel in the public schools, except school administrators, nor any 
school personnel at the non-public institutions.
Assumptions 
The following assumptions were made:
1, The measurement devices developed from the fundamental 
principles and beliefs upon which the Teacher Career Ladder 
Program was constructed and from other related aspects of the 
program are reliable.
2. The research instruments can accurately measure the 
administrator, the nonparticipating teachers, Levels I, II, 
and III teachers' perceptions towards the Career Ladder 
Teacher Evaluation System.
The five-scale Likert-type responses "strongly agree,"
"agree," "undecided," "disagree," and "strongly disagree” 
are interval in nature.
The research subjects responded seriously and candidly to the 
questionnaire.
The participants of the study were representative of the total 
population of public school educators in the State of 
Tennessee.
Research Questions 
Are there differences in perception among the administrators, 
nonparticipating teachers, Levels I, II, and III teachers 
regarding the fundamental principles and beliefs and other 
related aspects of the Tennessee Career Ladder Teacher 
Evaluation System (the Career Ladder Program)?
Are there any differences in perception among the 
Tennessee public school educators regarding the Career Ladder 
Program when dota are categorized according to such 
demographic variables as age, sex, highest degree earned, type 
of school, classification of school, association status, and 
total years of teaching and/or administrative experience?
Definitions of Terms 
For the purpose of this study, the following terms are thus 
defined:
Career ladder —  an evaluation system in which different 
"rungs" are created with varying status, pay, and responsibilities 
attached from one level to another. It allows the educators to 
"climb" to higher professional prestige.
The Tennessee Career ladder Teacher Evaluation System —  a career 
teacher program which was implemented in Tennessee in 1984 as 
a result of the Comprehensive Education Reform Act (CERA). The 
system is composed of three positions: career level I
teacher, career level II teacher, and career level III teacher. 
This evaluation system is more commonly known as the Tennessee 
Career Ladder Program. The system was purposed to promote staff 
development among teachers and to award those teachers who are 
evaluated as being outstanding in teaching performance and who are 
willing to accept certain additional responsibilities with 
financial supplements and status. The system is often abbreviated 
as the Career Ladder Program in this dissertation.
Merit pay —  an incentive plan which is designed to recognize 
and avail extra compensation to those individuals who have 
demonstrated outstanding Instructional performance.
Administrator —  refers to any person employed on a full-time 
basis by a local public educational agency and endorsed as a 
principal of any public school in the State of Tennessee.
Nonpartlcipatlng Taecher —  a classroom teacher uho teaches in 
the Tennessee public schools and has not participated in the 
Tennessee Career Ladder Program not because of lack of 
eligibility, but because of his or her lack of interest.
Career Level I teacher --- a teacher who has participated in the 
Career Ladder Program, has met all the eligibility and evaluation 
requirements, and achieved Career Level I. This teacher receives 
a $1,000 salary supplement for a ten-month contractual period. 
Career Level II teacher —  a teacher who has participated in the 
Career Ladder Program, has satisfactorily met all the 
requirements, and achieved the status of Career Ladder II. She/he 
can choose either a ten or eleven month contract and receive state 
salary supplements of $2,000 or $4,000 respectively.
Career Level III teacher —  a teacher who has participated in 
the Career Ladder Program, has successfully gone through and met 
all the eligibility and state evaluation requirements and achieved 
the status of Career Ladder III. This teacher can choose a ten, 
eleven or twelve month contract and receive state salary 
supplements of $3,000, $5,000, or $7,000 respectively.
Fundamental principles and beliefs —  refer to the philosophical 
foundations upon which the Tennessee Career Ladder Teacher 
Evaluation System was constructed. These fundamental principles 
and beliefs are stated in terms of the evaluation program, the 
teacher, the evaluator, the evaluation process, and the evaluation 
instruments. Some of these principles and beliefs which are held 
fundamental by the key program developers were established by the 
Comprehensive Education Reform Act of 1984, while others were 
based on educational research and the experience of those key
developers of the Career Ladder Program (Career Ladder Teacher 
Orientation Manual. 1988-1989).
10. Other related aspects of the Career Ladder Program —  refer to 
several important areas of any merit pay plan for teachers. These 
related aspects are identified in the review of literature but not 
covered by the Tennessee Career Ladder Program. They generally 
include program workability, program effect on instructional 
improvement, morale, and esteem of teachers as are related to the 
Tennessee Career Ladder Program.
11. Type of school —  refers to the various rungs of the public 
educational system in which a particular school falls into one of 
the following categories: elementary school, middle school,
junior high school, and senior high school.
12. Classification of school —  refers to the location in which a 
particular school finds itself. This school might be classified 
as either city, special school district, and city.
Procedures
A detailed review of related literature pertaining to the 1980s 
American educational reform movement, merit pay, and career ladder 
plans was conducted to provide a general background. A questionnaire 
with demographic information was developed from the fundamental 
principles and beliefs and other related aspects of the Tennessee 
Career Ladder Program for teachers. The questionnaire was designed for 
both participating and nonparticipating teachers of the program and 
public school administrators. The instrument contained thirty 
questionnaire items and various demographic data. In an effort to
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ensure validity of the measurement devices, the questionnaire was first 
presented to the Doctoral Seminar at the Department of Educational 
Leadership and Policy Analysis of East Tennessee State University 
November 17, 1988. Suggestions were drawn from fellow students and 
professors present and later integrated into the questionnaire. Then, 
a panel of experts, which consisted of three known authorities who hod 
extensive research and work experience with the Tennessee Career Ladder 
Program, was formed. These experts carefully examined the instrument 
and gave assistance in establishing validity.
In addition, the researcher obtained permissions from the 
principals of two public schools in the Johnson City area to field test 
the instruments. Classroom teachers and administrators at Henry 
Johnson Elementary School (Johnson City school system) and Elizabethton 
High School (Elizabethton City school system) were asked to complete 
the questionnaires, mark any statements in the questionnaires which 
were considered unclear, and give any additional comments and 
suggestions concerning the instruments. These suggestions were later 
integrated into the instruments also.
The questionnaire was submitted to the researcher's Doctoral 
Committee. The Committee, after careful examination of the instrument, 
suggested that a factor analysis be done to see how the thirty items in 
the instrument were related to each other. The factor analysis showed 
that all the items in the instruments were highly valid in that they 
were all geared toward measuring the perceptions of Tennessee educators 
regarding the Career Ladder Program for teachers in general, although 
they did not correlate exactly with specific dimensions or factors of 
the Career Ladder Program.
11..
Information and approval needed to conduct this research were 
requested and obtained from the Tennessee State Department of 
Education. A study sample of 500 teachers and administrators was 
randomly selected from a target population of over 48,000 educators.
The questionnaire was mailed to each person In the sample with a letter 
of transmittal and a self-addressed, stamped return envelope, A follow- 
up study was conducted by telephone calls to increase the response 
rate.
Data collected from the study sample were analyzed. Group means 
were calculated from each item in the questionnaire to determine how 
the Career Ladder Program was perceived among the administrators, 
nonparticipating teachers, Level I teachers, Level II teachers, and 
Level III teachers. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was applied 
to the data collected from the five groups to determine whether 
statistically significant differences in perception existed among 
groups at the .01 level of significance. The Scheffe procedure was 
then employed to determine where the differences were.
Research question 2 was answered through the application of 
different statistical measures. A one-way analysis of variance was 
applied to data collected from the different groups of educators on 
age, highest degree completed, Career Ladder status, the type of 
school, and classification of school to determine if statistically 
significant differences existed in these educators* perceptions toward 
the Career Ladder Program when data were classified according to these 
demographic variables. Then the Scheffe test was applied to determine 
exactly where the differences were,
The t test was applied to data collected on the respondents' sex 
and professional membership. This was done in an effort to determine 
if significant differences between the means existed when sex and
12 .
professional membership were considered. The Pearson product 
correlation coefficiency was also applied to data collected on the 
total years of teaching and administrative experience in and outside 
Tennessee to determine whether statistically significant differences 
existed among the Tennessee educators who had different teaching and 
administrative experience in their perception towards the Career Ladder 
Program.
Organization of the Study
This study was organized and presented In five chapters. Chapter 
1 contains the introduction of the study and the statement of the 
problem including its purpose, significance, limitations, and 
assumptions. Two research questions, twelve definitions of terms, a 
description of research procedures, and a discussion on the 
organization of the study are also included in the chapter.
Chapter 2 provides the review of literature regarding the overall 
1980s American educational reform movement. The literature review 
deals in particular with the attitudes toward merit pay, career ladder 
programs for teachers, and the need for and difficulty in teacher 
evaluation. The chapter also presents significant research studies 
done in the area in recent years. Finally, chapter 2 describes in 
details the Tennessee Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System as it was 
in its fifth year of implementation.
Chapter 3 is comprised of research design, procedures, and 
methodology. It includes a description of the target population and 
the selection of the study sample, the instruments, and the treatment 
of data,
Chapter 4 contains the presentation of demographic characteristics 
of research subjects, analysis of data, and comments from research 
subjects.
Chapter 5 Includes a summary of the findings, conclusions, 
recommendations, and implications.
CHAPTER 2 
Review of Related Literature
The review of research literature covers several parts which are 
of close relationship to this study. The first part attempts to 
present a general picture of the 1980s great American educational 
reform movement, including the philosophical foundations and the many 
major practical innovations and reforms currently going on in the 
public schools around the nation. The next part of this chapter deals 
with opinionated information regarding the feasibility and workability 
of merit pay for teachers. The third section reviews significant 
research studies done in the area of teacher effectiveness and teacher 
evaluation. The last part of the chapter provides a detailed 
description of the Tennessee Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System as 
it is being implemented during the 1988-1989 school year and a listing 
of six postulates.
The American Educational Reform Movement in the 1980s 
Reform in American public education has a long history - from the 
Olde Deluder Satan Act of 1847 to the educational reform movement in 
response to Russia's launching of the Sputnik in 1957 and up to the 
present. The visibility of the education reform movement in the 1980s 
is manifest in the intensity of state policy activity. According to 
Timar and Kirp (1989), since 1983, the states have generated more rules 
and regulations about all aspects of education than in the previous 
twenty years, and nationwide, more than seven hundred state statutes 
affecting some aspects of the teaching profession were enacted between 
1984 and 1986. The 1980s public school education in America has been 
clearly characterized by an intensive reform movement in an attempt to
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search for excellence. The report, A Nation at Risk, issued by the 
National Commission on Excellence in Education in 1983 was said to have 
had an Impact similar to that of Sputnik In 1957 (Pulliam, 1987). The 
report showed by comparison that American students were often dead last 
as ranked against other Industrial nations on many academic tests, and 
that the average academic achievements of secondary students were lower 
than in 1957. It also exposed the wide-spread illiteracy among the 
nation's young and criticized the decline in teaching competence, among 
many others. A Nation at Risk caught the attention of the public and 
educators alike, and made a strong case for the urgency of educational 
reform if America was to retain its place in the modern world. A 
myriad of other reports and studies were done immediately following it, 
all pointing to the failure and mediocrity in American education of the 
1980s with dismal statistics, but A Nation at Risk was credited with 
creating the momentum for the great American educational reform 
movement. As Pulliam (1987) put it, after some twenty years of 
neglect, public education in America once again became a top national 
priority in the 1980s.
Quite a number of studies and reports have been done in the 1980s 
in regards to educational reform. Adler (1982) published his 
influential work The Paideia Proposal: An Educational Manifesto in 
which the author criticized the present educational system which 
deprived the students of a quality education. Adler advocated giving 
the same high quality of schooling for all students by enabling all the 
students to follow one track so that the general education with high 
quality could be assured and strengthened.
Boyer (1983) contributed significantly to the reform literature by 
his report for the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching,
16 ,
High School: A Report on Secondary Education In America, Boyer's 
report was very similar to the gloomy account of teaching as a 
profession which was portrayed by educational sociologist Dan Lortie 
(1975) in his book School Teacher: A Sociological Inquiry. Boyer saw 
the teaching profession in America as being in a situation of deep 
crisis in that teachers were very troubled about the low salaries, loss 
of status, bureaucratic pressures, lack of recognition, and a poor 
public image. As Lortie did before, Boyer pointed out the serious 
problem with teacher burnout and the difficulties of recruiting the 
best students into the teaching profession across the country. The 
author argued that the push for excellence in public education must 
begin by improving the undesirable conditions of the teaching 
profession, Unless teachers were given real professional status 
comparable to other professions, Boyer believed that reform would fail, 
Goodlad (1984) called the attention of the American public to the 
plight of the teaching profession and the crisis of schooling in 
America through his work A Place Called School: Prospects for the 
Future. The book exposed the serious problems of lack of productivity, 
low student achievement, high dropout rate, poor attendance, low 
teacher morale, and the loss of public confidence in American schools. 
The author suggested that mere application of business practices or 
piecemeal measures for graduation standards would not solve these 
problems. Drastic actions must be taken in community involvement in 
and support for public education and in establishing and strengthening 
a sound school-university partnership. Sizer (1984) criticized the 
high degree of standardization and sameness common to educational 
institutions in the nation. He maintained that a decentralized model 
with school-based management and delegation of authority to district
or school building levels was needed. More authority should be given 
to individual teachers for experimental options in the instructional 
improvement process, and the involvement of teachers, parents, 
students, community leaders, and representatives of business and 
industry In public education should be encouraged.
The need for reforming the teaching profession was addressed in 
detail In the report by the Task Force on Teaching .as a Profession of 
the Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy. The report, A Nation 
Prepared: Teachers for the 21st Century (1986), proposed eight major 
reforms of the teaching profession;
1. create a national board to license teachers;
2. allow teachers to determine what will be taught in the 
schools, consistent with state or local goals;
3. establish ranks within the teaching profession, or at least 
designate lead teachers;
4. require a bachelor's degree in arts and science as a 
prerequisite for enrollment in education courses leading to 
certification;
5. reinstate the master of teaching degree;
6. prepare more minority teachers;
7. institute merit pay, with student test scores as the basic 
criterion;
8. dramatically Increase teacher salaries to a maximum of $72,000 
per year.
Pulliam (1987) pointed out the philosophical foundations behind 
the 1980s great American educational reform movement. Education is 
proven to bB correlated with economic growth, and high quality 
schooling is essential for the nation's well-being. Without
high-quality education for all its people, especially its young people 
in a free society, neither the individual nor the nation can prosper. 
Furthermore, education must be made accountable and no sector of 
society is without responsibility for teaching and learning. The 
fundamental building block of educational renewal consists in the 
recruitment and training of high-quality teachers.
The numerous studies and national reports of the early 1980s 
indeed stimulated reform activities in both local school districts and 
states. States have generally followed the popular public demand for 
"solid" courses or a Bock-to-the-Basics curriculum by cutting down the 
nonessential offerings such as art, music, and physical education, 
which reflects the 1980s conservative approach to educational 
excellence (Pulliam, 1987). Many states have colloboratively developed 
and implemented comprehensive educational reform plans by governors, 
legislatures, and state departments of education. All these plans 
commonly dealt with such areas as high school graduation requirements, 
school-community relations, and particularly the improvement of the 
teaching professional through certain incentive programs which aimed at 
recruiting, retaining, and rewarding the most capable teachers.
According to Sullivan (1984), by 1984, forty-one states in America 
had developed and initiated specific state-level educational reform 
plans. A variety of terms were associated with these incentive 
programs. Some states called their plans the career ladder, and/or 
differentiated staffing, and others named theirs as the master teacher 
plans. Rewards were made available to those teachers who were 
evaluated as outstanding, and who accepted extra duties and signed 
extended contracts. In many situations, the rewards involve a movement 
up a career ladder with a differentiated pay, status, and 
responsibilities.
Guernsey (1986) maintained tliat incentive pay proposals and 
programs have been based upon the following set of promises:
1. Financial Incentives have a positive impact on the supply, 
turnover, and distribution of teachers;
2. Incentive pay will have a positive effect on student 
performance;
3. Incentive pay will have a positive effect .on teacher morale 
and performance.
In addition, it was believed that the various master and mentor 
teacher plans, career ladder, and merit compensation programs were 
based on the following assumptions:
1. Teachers deserve additional financial and professional awards;
2. Excellence in teaching performance can be measured;
3. Overall student performance can be raised by a program of 
differentiated pay in which "master teachers" have 
responsibility for evaluating and assisting other teachers 
(Guernsey, 1986).
Cornett (1987) proclaimed, after having summarized all the 
incentive pay programs being carried out throughout the nation, that 
career ladder and other incentive pay plans are the largest educational 
experiment in the schools of the United States today. The States of 
Utah, Texas, California, Florida, Arizona, North Carolina as well as 
Tennessee were the most progressive in the 1980s educational reform 
movement (Sullivan, 1984), The 1984 legislation in Utah provided $15.2 
million for the development and implementation of a career ladder 
system to improve teaching performance. The Texas Educational Reform 
Bill was passed in 1984, which established a four-step career ladder 
plan for teachers. All new and current teachers started at Level I
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during that year. Supplements for other levels were: Level II —  
$2,000; Level III --- $4,000; and Level IV ---'$6,000. Specific 
requirements regarding the number of years of teaching experience, 
level of higher education, and level of performance would have to be 
met to advance to a higher level. Appraisers would be trained by the 
state and a state-wide appraisal instrument based on job-related 
behaviors would be used to evaluate the performancq of teachers.
The State of California developed its famous Mentor Teacher 
Program based on the following rationale;
1. Teaching profession should be rewarding and satisfying,
2, Teachers should be encouraged to remain in the profession.
3. Incentives must be offered to those teachers who have
demonstrated both ability and expertise.
4, Teaching profession must be restored to a position of 
Importance (California, Education Code, sec 444 90) (1983).
In another part (sec 444 91) of the same 1983 Education Code of 
California, it is said that to be a mentor, one must have a permanent 
teaching status, substantial recent experience in classroom 
instruction, exemplary teaching ability as indicated by effective 
communication skills, knowledge of subject matter, and a mastery of a 
range of teaching strategies to meet students meets. Five percent of 
all certified classroom teachers in each school division in California 
were to be appointed mentor teachers, A mentor teacher received $4,000 
above the regular annual salary for providing assistance for both new 
and experienced teachers and for planning inservice education and 
initiating curriculum projects. During 1983, members of the Florida 
State Legislature authorized local school systems to provide financial 
incentives to teachers for outstanding attendance and employment in
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critical.shortage subject areas. Although the legislature did not 
specify the amount of financial awards to be given, substantial salary 
supplements were awarded for superior teaching evaluations and for 
higher than predicted student achievement gains. Florida also 
developed the Florida Merit Compensation Program designed for the 
appointment of associate master teachers and master teachers. Members 
of the state board of education adopted rules regarding the eligibility 
requirements, the amount of financial awards, and the administration of 
the program (Guernsey, 1986).
Legislations in Arizona passed in 1984, 1985, and 1966 established 
and amended a five-year career ladder pilot program. Currently, 
fifteen districts within the state are implementing the program and an 
eventual statewide implementation is being considered. The 1986 
legislation of North Carolina mandated a four-year pilot program known 
as the Career Development Program. Sixteen school districts and 96% of 
the eligible teachers in the state are participating in the program, 
Cornett (1987) reported.
Local efforts were also manifested in the various incentive 
plans. The most well-known of all was probably the Second Mile Plan of 
the Houston Independent School District (Say & Miller, 1982).
According to the plan, a teacher’s annual salary was increased by as 
much as $6,000. To improve instruction, teachers were to be rewarded 
for student progress measured by standard tests. Although 
participation in the plan was voluntary, a teacher wanting to be 
awarded the incentive salary supplements had to meet certain 
qualifications in degree and certification requirements, and the number 
of days spent in teaching site.
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Opinions Regarding the Feasibility and Workability of Merit Pay
The National Commission on Excellence in Education (NCEE, 1983)
made such urging recommendations in the report A Nation at Risk:
Salaries for the teaching profession should be increased and
should be professionally competitive, and performance-based....
School boards, administrators, and teachers should cooperate to 
develop career ladders for teachers that distinguish among the 
beginning teacher, the experienced teacher, and the master teacher 
(p. 31).
Schneider (1983) argued that in such a free society as the United 
States, a prominent social characteristic is the rewarding of 
meritorious service for superior products by greater financial 
compensation. Indeed, the relative importance of any occupation in 
American is mainly determined by the amount of wealth that the 
occupation enables (Levine & Havighurst, 1984). To attract and retain 
the most qualified people into the teaching occupation, schools must 
provide some system to reward those who are outstanding professionals 
with higher salary, for, "in American society, salary is an inescapable 
measure of the desirability of any job" (Johns, 1988, p. 10).
During the past years, there has been a serious problem of teacher 
burnout in American public schools. Many able teachers have left the 
teaching profession for other more competitive occupations which offer 
them higher pay and more professional status. Those who are selecting 
teaching today are said to be of low ability as evidenced by their 
lower-than-the-average scores on standardized tests such as National 
Teachers Exam (NTE) and the Graduate Record Exam (GRE) (ASCD, 1985).
Due to this unpromising situation, educational decision makers at the 
national, state, and local levels all advocated some sort of merit 
Incentive system in an attempt to help professionalize teaching with 
limited resources (Randall, 1986).
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Merit pay system has been defined as "a system or practice in 
which persons are hired or promoted on the basis of ability rather than 
patronage" (Random House, 1975, p. B37), Merit pay in education is 
designed to encourage teaching excellence. Miller and Young (1982) 
wrote that the purpose of merit pay is "to provide a motivating force, 
an incentive, which results in greater productivity of the worker"
(p. 18). A merit pay system has as its main objective to make reward 
and recognition more commensurate with productivity (Silverman, 1983),
Johnson (1984) pointed out that all merit pay plans have three 
similarities despite the many differences. First of all, merit is used 
to determine only a part of the teacher's pay, with salary supplements 
typically being added to a guaranteed base. In addition, merit is 
usually only one factor in determining the teacher's salary. Finally, 
decisions about a teacher's worth are based upon systematic 
evaluations; both the evaluation process and criteria by which 
qualified teachers are identified are publicly specified.
Opinions towards the feasibility and workability of merit pay has 
not been quite unanimous ever since the beginning. Numerous arguments 
for and against merit pay have been widely heard and readily
available. The following section presents the major points frequently
heard from the critics.
The San Diego City School District (California) outlined the 
following points in favor of the merit salary program as early as 1953 
(Randall, 1986):
1. Teachers should be paid for what they are worth and known to 
be worth it.
2. The principle of merit schemes Is sound and logical, and
should become the basis for teacher salary.
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3. Salary Increments for meritorious work produce better 
teaching, and will raise the general level of education.
4. The public are more willing to support meritorious work 
with higher pay.
5. Merit program will tend to draw and hold superior teachers 
in the profession.
6. There is no greater inequality than the equal treatment of 
unequals, and the present basis of pay perpetuates this 
inequality.
7. The merit principle offers an opportunity for democratic 
working relationships.
8. Rating can be done despite its subjectivity, and it can 
enhance the supervisory relationships,
9. Industry has used the merit Incentive with good results, 
and this business-like quality can be adapted to schools.
At the same time, the City School District of San Diego also 
pointed out the problems associated with merit pay:
1. Merit pay programs tried in the past have been proven 
unsuccessful because it has been impossible to measure 
teaching competence accurately.
2. Merit programs develop attitudes that are negative and 
competitive.
3. Merit regulations too frequently stereotype the teacher 
to standards and discourage creative teaching.
4. Merit rating increases the burden of the teacher's work load.
5. Industry usually makes "merit" awards on the basis of 
quantity, and not quality.
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6. .Merit programs Coo often presuppose that all improvement comes 
through changing the teachers.
Megel (1961), the former President of the American Federation of 
Teachers, pointed out further problems related with merit pay 
programs. He listed nine reasons why basing teachers' salaries on a 
merit rating plan is both educationally and professionally unsound:
1. Merit rating can not fairly evaluate the true effectiveness of 
teaching because the aims of teaching are intangible.
2. Merit rating rewards conformity because the teacher who 
wishes to advance feels that she/he must conform to the 
rater's opinion,
3. Most performance ratings are based on personality 
characteristics rather than on objective results achieved.
4. Merit rating fosters a competitive spirit rather than a 
cooperative spirit among teachers,
5. Merit rating strikes at the security of the teacher.
6. Rating systems disregard the type of environment in which a 
teacher teaches.
7. Merit rating can not improve education because teachers are 
almost unanimously opposed to it.
8. Merit rating lowers teacher morale.
9. Merit rating plans do not reward good teachers for superior 
work and they actually may be demotivating to teachers.
According to Timar and Kirp (1989), state policies designed to 
reform education are no better than the schools that implement them.
If states are serious about improving the quality of public education, 
they must create a context in which organizational competence at the 
school level can develop. These writers argued strongly that disparate
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policies.that target various pieces of the educational process are 
unlikely to work. Merit pay for teachers, for instance, can be 
effective, but only within the broader context of the school and the 
community. A study of thB effect of the merit pay for teachers 
(Amsler, Mitchell, Nelson, & Timar, 1988) showed that pay increases 
based on merit bore scant relationship to their intended effect: to
serve as a incentive to better teaching. Merit pay can be a positive 
inducement for teachers -- but only as a general measure of 
professional competence. Therefore, what is needed most urgently is a 
shift in policy. Instead of developing policies which aim at various 
pieces of educational process such as merit pay plans, policy makers 
must focus their attention on making schools better places 
(organizationally competent) in which to work and generally more 
satisfying places for those who are associated with them (Timar & Kirp, 
1989),
McDowell (1971) believed that merit rating, as a constructive 
attempt, has as its aim to make teachers accountable to society. But 
teachers* organizations such as the National Education Association 
(NEA) and the Tennessee Education Association (TEA) have generally 
opposed the merit pay systems. The Tennessee Education Association 
argued that the concept of merit pay was basically unsound since 
teacher merit could not be fairly evaluated. In addition, they 
insisted that teachers must receive a substantial across-the-board 
raise to bring up the base-pay level prior to consideration of a career 
ladder (Handler & Carlson, 1984). In backing up TEA, the National 
Education Association stated that they categorically were opposed to 
any plan which based compensation of teachers on favoritism, subjective 
evaluation in the absence of clearly defined performance criteria,
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student achievement, or other arbitrary standards (Ficklen & McCormick, 
1983).
English (1984-1985) reported that the Association for Supervision 
and Curriculum Development (ASCD) Task Force did not hold positive 
opinions about the merit pay plans either. The task force concluded 
that merit pay by itself would not solve the problems currently facing 
schools In their efforts to reach higher excellence. Merit pay had 
been shown to be rather ineffective and self-defeating and may be a 
disincentive for improving performance. As a matter of fact, merit pay 
represented a simplistic popular approach to the very complex problem 
of trying to recognize, motivate, and utilize talents in schools. The 
task members believed that the current debate about merit pay contained 
paradoxical elements that led to political confrontation rather than to 
produce solution.
Randall (1986) maintained that the rank and file teachers and most 
of the American public favored merit pay for teachers. Eighty percent 
of the public in a Newsweek poll favored the teacher merit pay plan.
In a 1983 survey conducted by the American School Board Journal, 63% of 
the teachers responding endorsed the teacher merit pay concept, and 
only 18% favored the traditional teacher union stance of salary 
determined by seniority/credits alone (Rist, 1983).
Hawley (1985) argued that teachers desired the intrinsic rewards 
associated with helping students to learn, grow, and develop.
Effective Career Ladder-type programs must address this relationship, 
set up fair and clear assessment criteria for both summative and 
formative evaluations, and more essentially, must Involve teachers in 
helping design and assess the plans.
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Experts in the area of human needs and motivation consistently 
hold that what really motivates people to do the things that they 
desire to do is not the extrinsic rewards or punishments such as the 
use of money, but rather the intrinsic values. Maslow (1934), one of 
the most well-known scholars on human needs and motivation, established 
a hierarchy of human needs. According to Maslow's theory, there are 
five hierarchically arranged levels of human needs .from the lower order 
needs to the higher: (1) physiological needs, (2) safety and security
needs, (3) love and belongingness (social) needs, (4) esteem needs, and 
(5) self-actualization needs, Maslow held that once an individual's 
need at a particular level is gratified, it will no longer motivate 
him. Instead, what becomes a motivator for him is the higher level of 
needs which superseded the already met need. Therefore, once money is 
obtained by the teacher and his financial security need is satisfied, 
money as an incentive in the merit pay system will no longer be the 
important motivator for him.
Another influential motivation theorist who was credited for 
establishing the motivation-hygiene theory on job attitude is 
Herzberg. According to Herzberg, two distinctly different sets of 
factors lead to either motivation or dissatisfaction. The first set 
which are job-motivating and job-satisfying factors is related to such 
intrinsic work content as achievement, recognition, Interest in work 
itself, growth, responsibility, and achievement. The other set which 
accounts for job dissatisfaction (hygiene factors) is factors which are 
extrinsic to work content and closely related to the work context such 
as company policy, relationships with administrators, supervisors, and 
coworkers, work conditions, security, and salary. These hygiene 
factors, if gratified, can lessen or even avoid the workers'
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dissatisfaction. However, providing more of these hygiene factors will 
not motivate the workers or bring them satisfaction (Herzberg, Mausnor, 
& Snyderman, 1959). Therefore, salary supplements as a hygiene factor 
in the merit pay plans do not bring happiness, intrinsic motivation, or 
satisfaction to the teachers. Instead, money could only lessen the 
teachers' dissatisfaction and unhappiness.
Sergiovanni (1967) took the Herzberg two-factor theory of 
motivation from business and Industrial settings and applied it to the 
field of education. Sergiovanni's study on teachers in Monroe County, 
Hew York, added support to the Herzberg theory of the two mutually 
exclusive sets of factors in that the set of factors related to work 
content tended to have a favorable influence on teacher satisfaction 
while the other set of factors related to work environment or work 
context reflected a low attitude on teacher satisfaction, In a later 
study, Sergiovanni (1975) found that teachers' satisfactions of the 
profession are ultimately more meaningful than are the financial 
rewards. But -xtrinsic rewards such as praise, support, and positive 
feedback from administrators can produce in teachers feelings of 
competence and self-determination.
Kaiser (1981) did significant research in the area of teacher 
motivation and job satisfaction based on the theories of both Maslow 
and Herzberg. Kaiser argued that the theories of Maslow and Herzberg 
are very much similar in that Maslow's higher levels of needs 
correspond exactly to Herzberg's motivation factors related to the 
intrinsic work content (self-actualization for responsibility and 
advancement, esteem for achievement and recognition) while Maslow's 
lower order needs fit well with Herzberg's hygiene factors related to 
work context (belongingness and love for work conditions and human
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relationships, safety and security for retirement and medical fringes, 
and physiological needs for salary). Kaiser argued that while boards 
of education must attend to salary and fringe benefits to prevent 
dissatisfaction from resulting in teachers, they must not attend to 
these factors to the detriment of the motivation factors. Instead, 
administrators must work hard with teachers' organizations "to increase 
motivation factors of enriched job responsibility, .a chance for 
advancement, recognition for excellence in performance, and an 
increased sense of achievement" (P. 66).
Rosenholtz and Smylie (1984) reported that various studies have 
concluded that intrinsic satisfaction derived from contributions made 
to student achievement is the most important thing teachers want from 
their work. Furthermore, teachers also want to have their needs 
gratified for self-esteem and peers' recognition through their 
expertise and professional competence. They also desire to have 
gratified their needs for job security and job advancement through 
economic benefits and professional opportunities.
However, advocates and supporters of merit pay see the role of 
money quite differently. They believe that money acts as a strong 
motivator for teachers in their instructional improvement process. 
Brinks (1980), a member of the ASPA's Compensation and Benefits 
Committee, in refuting certain psychologists' "sacred cow" that most 
people are not motivated by money, believed that while money is only 
one of the several motivators, it is definite that money still 
motivates. McElrath (1989) strongly maintained that the state salary 
supplements ranging from $1,000 for Career Level I teachers and $7,000 
for Career Level 111 teachers in the Tennessee Career Ladder Program 
are definitely one of the motivating forces for teacher participation 
in the program and for teacher instructional improvement.
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The.former governor of Tennessee, Lamar Alexander maintained that 
his incentive pay system was able to draw and keep the best young 
people into the teaching profession and would inspire excellence in the 
classrooms by rewarding (monetarily) excellence in teachers 
(Furtwengler, McLarty, & Halo, 1985). In 1986, Range reported that 
successful candidates in the merit pay system had a renewed pride in 
themselves and their teaching profession, and that their renewed self­
esteem and professional pride were reinforced by the monetary bonuses. 
Indeed, in the eyes of the merit pay supporters, money is a motivating 
factor for the teacher's improvement of instruction, and higher salary 
supplements for motivating and rewarding outstanding teaching 
performance is not only sound and logical, but also working and working 
well.
One can clearly observe from the discussion above the distinctly 
different opinions that people hold in regards to the feasibility and 
workability of merit pay plans. Due to the lack of agreement to the 
merit pay plan as a valid and reliable method for teaching evaluation 
and instructional improvement, the need for developing means to 
evaluate teachers objectively and fairly has become more urgent.
Haefele (1980) summarized the following several common approaches to 
teacher effectiveness and teacher evaluation:
1. The performance of the teacher's class on standardized tests 
given at the end of the year is a measure for teacher 
competence,
2. Informal observations and ratings of the teacher without 
defined criteria are conducted by his or her superiors who 
also incorporate the comments of the students, parents, and 
colleagues in the final evaluation.
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3. .The teacher is systematically observed and rated by his or her
superiors with a list of characteristics of good teachers.
4. The teacher is systematically observed and rated by his or her
peers with predetermined school or district criteria.
5. The teacher's students use a rating form to evaluate the 
teacher.
6. The teacher is required to take the National Teacher 
Examination.
7. The teacher is given an instructional objective and his or her
effectiveness is determined by how well the students achieve 
the objective.
8. The Teacher Perceived Interview (TPI) is administered to the 
teacher and his or her effectiveness is determined on the 
basis of how well the teacher meets a preset criterion or 
norm'referenced score.
9. Teacher effectiveness is evaluated on how well he diagnoses 
typical classroom problems when given written descriptions 
or shown films.
10. The teacher and his or her superiors mutually agree upon
instructional goals and objectives for the year, and 
monitoring and evaluation of the attainment of the 
goals/objectives by the superior and the teacher's 
self-evaluation are used for determining teacher 
effectiveness.
Approaches to teacher effectiveness generally fall into three 
broad categories: (1) presago measures -- describe teachers with such
things such as IQ, NTE scores, degree status, and years of experience 
before they enter the classroom; (2) process moasures -- what happens
33
In the classroom in the instructional process; (3) product measures -- 
the changes that occur in the students as a result of the teacher's 
instruction (Soar, 1983). Gilliam (1982) maintained that there ore 
five teacher behaviors that appear important in the evaluation of 
teacher effectiveness: (1) teacher expectations regarding individual
students, (2) teacher's classroom management skills, (3) engaged 
time/academic learning time, (A) direct instruction, and (5) teacher's 
decision-making skills.
Various suggestions have been given on the workability of the 
numerous teacher evaluation systems, particularly the merit pay plan. 
DcDowell (1971) proclaimed that to be successful, the merit pay plans 
should be founded on their ability to improve instruction. In the 
development of any merit pay plan, input from teachers, administrators, 
the local school boards, and the community must be drawn by the 
developers. Trust and honesty must exist among the individuals who are 
involved in the plan. McKenna (1973) believed that before any merit 
salary could begin, thorough research must be conducted to identify 
potential problem areas,
Studies conducted by the Rand Corporation further suggested that 
every evaluation system must suit the local educational goals, 
management style, conception of teaching, and community values of the 
school district if the evaluation system hopes to succeed. The state 
should not impose highly prescriptive requirements. In addition, 
teacher organizations should be involved in-the design and oversight of 
the teacher evaluation so as to ensure its legitimacy, fairness, and 
effectiveness (Randall, 1986), All this seems to be missing in the 
state-level merit pay systems.
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Significant Studies on Teacher Merit Pay Plans
Merit pay plans for teachers have been practiced for many years, 
but for some reason, most have not been proven to be successful and 
have left much to be desired. Although this section is purposed to 
present significant researches concerning the Career Ladder Program in 
the State of Tennessee, the most thorough nation-wide study on the 
subject of incentive pay plans in general has also .been briefly 
reviewed.
The Educational Research Service (ERS) conducted a study in 1979 
across the United States. The study provided a list of reasons why 
merit pay plans have generally been discontinued. The reasons wore;
1. Administrative problems such as fair evaluation, changes in 
system leadership or philosophy, subjectivity, lack of 
structure, and the complicated nature of the plan, accounted 
for the abandonment of plans of 40.2% of the systems.
2. Personnel problems led to the abandonment of 38.4% of plans. 
The plans were disliked by teachers and teacher unions who 
said that the merit pay plans destroyed morale, and caused 
staff dissension and jealousy.
3. Eighteen point two percent of the systems discontinued their 
merit pay plans due to collective bargaining.
4. Financial problems caused the abandonment of merit pay plans 
in 16.7% of the systems.
5. Other problems such as the lack of confidentiality caused by 
newspaper publicity and the illegalness of the plans in some 
states caused the plan abandonment of S.9% of the systems.
From the gloomy account of the Educational Research Service, it 
seems that no merit pay plans have ever succeeded or will ever be
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successful. But as a matter of fact, It is not so. Although most 
plans that were tried have resulted in failure, some merit pay plans 
have worked and some very well, under certain conditions.
Cramer (1983) argued that merit pay plans seemed to work best in 
smaller or medium-sized school districts, especially those with 
relatively high assessed valuations per child and whose patrons include 
a high number of professional and upper income people. Schneider 
(1983) concluded that successful merit pay plans were normally 
characterized by: (1) sound research before the plan got started; (2)
a local plan to suit local, unique conditions; (3) teacher 
participation in each developmental phase of the plan; (4) constant 
program review, evaluation, and revision.
A research study was conducted by Reddick and Peach (1986) in 
Middle Tennessee to determine the perceptions of the Career Ladder 
Level II and III teachers concerning the effectiveness of the program. 
The results of the study showed that the Career Ladder Program in 
Tennessee would not necessarily improve public education in the state. 
Career Ladder II and III teachers thought that the Career Ladder 
Program as a merit pay plan would not attract qualified individuals 
into the teaching profession. A majority believed that merit pay would 
cause morale problems among teachers. Many of the respondents 
disagreed that the Career Ladder Program had a positive influence on 
the overall effectiveness of the school. However, a total of 70% of 
those responding to the survey stated that the Career Ladder Program as 
an incentive should be continued.
Tutor (1986) studied the relationship between the perceived need 
deficiencies and the factors influencing teacher participation in the 
Tennessee Career Ladder Program. Major findings indicated that a high
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esteem need deficiency existed among ail teachers. Level 1 teachers 
had the highest security need deficiency. Older teachers had lower 
need deficiencies than younger teachers. Dissatisfaction with esteem 
was the greatest need deficiency among all teachers on all levels. 
Salary was the most influential factor affecting participation in the 
Tennessee Career Ladder Program. Therefore, it was suggested that 
salary should not be considered as a hygiene factor, mutually exclusive 
with motivation factors. Instead, salary must be considered as an 
integral part of all factors involving teaching participation in 
incentive programs. The results also revealed that the majority of 
teachers involved in the Tennessee Career Ladder Program perceived the 
program as a viable avenue of addressing their needs. However, nearly 
half of the Level I teachers were more concerned with the work 
environment (work context) than with the work content (teaching 
itself).
Randall (1986) also did research on the Tennessee Career Ladder 
Program. She attempted to determine the different attitudes among the 
career ladder evaluators, career ladder teachers, and non-ladder 
teachers towards the Fundamental Principles and Beliefs of the Career 
Ladder Program stated in the Teacher Career Ladder Orientation Manual. 
1988-19B9. The findings of the research showed that state trained 
evaluators and Levels II and III teachers agreed with the state- 
outlined fundamental principles and beliefs about the Career Ladder 
Program while the Level I and nonparticipating teachers did not. The 
evaluators and teachers surveyed did not feel that the evaluation 
process was understood by teachers, and neither did they feel that 
differences in learners, schools, and school districts were considered 
when assessing the effectiveness of the teaching behavior. There was
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agreement that data collected for evaluating the teacher must come from 
the teacher's immediate superior and from his or her peers. Randall 
finally concluded that a relationship existed between success in 
attaining upper career ladder status and a positive attitude towards 
the program, and vice versa.
A study was requested by the Tennessee Commissioner of Education 
Charles Smith to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the Career 
Ladder Evaluation System. The study was conducted in 1987 by a team of 
consultants and graduate students led by Dr. Bellon, the Commissioner- 
appointed Director of Career Ladder Project. Bellon and his group 
conducted research on the University of Tennessee, Knoxville campus, 
among the 1,100 teachers attending classes there, and six hundred more 
at 100 randomly selected schools across the State of Tennessee (Lumbye, 
1988). The researchers found that the detrimental feelings of the 
participants were cited twice as often as beneficial feelings towards 
the Career Ladder Program. The findings indicated that major benefits 
realized from the Career Ladder Program seemed to confined primarily to 
money, while the overall effect of the program on students who were 
only a minor aspect of the Career Ladder was none. The evaluation for 
the three-tiered ladder caused too much stress, generated too much 
paperwork, and the preparations for evaluation simply took too much of 
the teacher's time from her students and family. Educators generally 
disliked the fact that outsider observers sent from the state came in 
without knowing the daily situation the teacher had to face. Many 
also pointed out the problem of political "gamesmanship" on the part of 
some teachers in an attempt to win favorable reviews from the state 
evaluators,
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In addition, teachers complained of a sense of injustice, 
invasiveness, and a lack of morale among the faculty members as 
byproducts of evaluation. They also generally perceived the Career 
Ladder Program as a political grandstanding stunt in which they were 
simply pawns, rather than an educational program.
In spite of the many negative findings, some benefits of the 
program were cited. The Career Ladder Program provided a consistent 
way to evaluate personnel, and as a result of the program, local 
evaluations were improved, more principals visited the classrooms, and 
the Tennessee Instructional Model (TIM) helped improve teaching. The 
research further indicated that administrators were found to be more 
supportive of the Career Ladder Program than teachers were (Lumbye, 
1988).
The study finally resulted in the Career Ladder Project Report, 
better known as the Bellon Report (Bellon, 1988). Recommendations were 
made based on the findings. Although the findings were mostly 
negative, Bellon did not recommend scrapping the program. The Bellon 
Report recommended that local educational agencies (LEAs) need to have 
greater responsibilities for personnel evaluation, program development, 
and evaluation activities. It was important that statewide goals allow 
for flexibility in local development activities based on the needs of 
the students and communities. The educators' merit salary program 
needed to be more student‘driven because improving and enhancing 
student learning is indeed the foremost Important goal of the Career 
Ladder Program. The tremendous amount of paperwork must be minimized. 
It was further recommended that the quality of teachers and school life 
be improved by making teacher salary competitive with other 
professions, recruiting high-quality people, and focusing on staff 
development.
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Johns (1988) discovered through his study on the Tennessee Career 
Ladder Program that teachers in impressive numbers did not consider the 
program to be effective in such areas as (1) improving the quality of 
teaching and administration, (2) retaining teachers in the teaching 
profession, (3) providing teachers with strong incentive to be better 
teachers, (4) enhancing teacher morale or enthusiasm for teaching, and 
(5) setting out fair criteria for evaluation purposes.
It was further noted that the majority of teachers felt that the 
Career Ladder Program burdened them with excessive amount of paperwork, 
limited the teacher's professional judgment for good teaching, depended 
too much on "politics" end not enough on merits, and hindered the 
teacher's harmonious relationships with peers. Nine out of ten 
teachers believed that there were better ways than the Career Ladder 
Program to motivate teachers, and over one third of the teachers 
responding were considering leaving the profession in the near future 
because of the Career Ladder Program.
Finally, Johns (1988) concluded his research with the saying that 
the Tennessee Career Ladder Program was doing little to motivate 
teachers in enhancing their instructional improvement. As a matter of 
fact, the statewide program was believed to be at least one 
contributing factor to the alienation of the Tennessee classroom 
teachers.
Furtwengler (1987), the former Assistant Commissioner of Education 
in the State of Tennessee, summarized several important lessons learned 
from the state's Career Ladder Program in the third year of its 
implementation. These lessons included the lack of teacher involvement 
in the development of the incentive program, the weak and ineffective 
communication to all teachers, and the excessive amount of paperwork.
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It was also sharply pointed out that quantitative measures used in the 
program often failed to distinguish good teachers from outstanding 
teachers because they could only record how many times a teacher did a 
certain activity. Despite all this, the Tennessee Career Ladder 
Program which offered financial rewards and career options, was an 
important part in restructuring the teaching profession and was 
becoming increasingly important in attracting, retaining, and rewarding 
outstanding teachers.
An interview with Dr. Robert McElrath (1989), the former 
Commissioner of Education in the State of Tennessee and a major 
designer and promoter of the influential Tennessee Career Ladder 
Teacher Evaluation System, revealed significant insights. According to 
McElrath, bright, young students did not in the past choose education 
as their career and many capable teachers have left the teaching 
profession because of low salaries and the lack of professional 
prestige as educators. But the establishment of the Career Ladder 
Program has done much to reverse that trend. Students entering the 
College of Education at the University of Tennessee, for instance, 
formerly had the lowest scores compared with the students entering the 
other eleven colleges. Now, they have at least the average scores of 
the twelve colleges. These future educators of Tennessee report that 
they have become more confident with the teaching profession. In 
addition, 80% of the teachers who have successfully achieved Levels II 
and III on the career ladder have chosen the extended contract and are 
excited to be mentors for the younger and inexperienced teachers. 
Therefore, the Tennessee Career Ladder Program has attracted the best 
people to preparing for the teaching profession, inspired excellence in 
schools, and rewarded excellent instructional performance with both 
money and status.
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Furthermore, the Tennessee Career Ladder Program has been an 
innovative means to bring accountability into the teaching profession. 
It has caused all the educators to review carefully the elements of 
effective and positive teaching. As a result of the four years of 
implementation, test scores in the Tennessee public schools have 
generally improved. The Career Ladder Program has not only prevented 
good and qualified teachers from leaving the teaching profession, but 
also made the enpowerment of teachers a reality (McElrath, 1989),
According to the former Commissioner, one of the most successful 
aspects of the Career Ladder Program has been the emphasis on teachers' 
career development, The Tennessee Instructional Model (TIM) provides 
many meaningful training modules to advance the career development of 
the Tennessee educators. With the help of Che TIM, teachers have 
gotten a better inventory of effective teaching techniques. The Model 
also equipped many Levels II and III teachers to be instructional 
leaders In that they developed the proposed extended programs for their 
own schools and have served as mentors for new teachers and taught 
instaff training (McElrath, 1986).
Critics of the Career Ladder Program often proclaim that the 
program is doomed to ultimate failure because it was a top-down program 
and the key developers did not draw input from the various 
constituencies of the Tennessee education. To this Dr. McElrath 
strongly disagreed. More than 7,000 educators were involved in the 
development of the evaluation criteria for the Career Ladder Program. 
Among the many that were involved, there were leaders from the 
Tennessee Education Association (TEA), three Teachers of the Year of 
Tennessee, one principal, one supervisor, and three lay citizens. The 
Career Ladder Program was field tested and later revised for
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improvement before its implementation. In addition to drawing from the 
wealth of professional experience of the Tennessee educators, the 
Career Ladder Program was believed to be based upon sound research 
findings of effective school literature (McElrath, 1989).
Nothing is perfect, and this is true of the renowned Tennessee 
Career Ladder Program. Dr. McElrath (1989) believed that future 
administrative costs must be cut down, and that the amount of paperwork 
on the port of the teachers, although cut down tremendously already, 
must be further reduced. Finally, there exists an urgent needs for 
better and more effective communications between the State Department 
of Education and the local educational agencies.
The Tennessee Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System 
Public education had been extremely poor in Tennessee 
(Furtwengler, McLarty, & Malo, 1985). Tennessee public education 
ranked forty-seventh in per pupil expenditure for education in 1985, 
and ranked forty-first in teacher salaries before the Career Ladder 
Program. Although student achievement at the elementary level was 
close to the national norms on standardized tests, yet at the high 
school level, it was below national norms. Nearly one-third of the 
students failed the high school proficiency test at the ninth grade 
level, and student drop-out rate was a cause of major concern.
The Tennessee legislature was very concerned about the progress of 
public education in the state. They realized that the need for 
Improvement was indeed very urgent. In 1981, the legislature began an 
eighteen-month, statewide study of public education which was 
undertaken by a 27 member task force (Furtwengler, McLarty, & Malo, 
1985). This resulted in the Tennessee Comprehensive Education Study.
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The study recommended, among other things, that the State Board of 
Education and local educational agencies should investigate fair and 
impartial ways of rewarding outstanding teachers and consider some 
apprentice and master teacher programs. It was further suggested that 
the State Department of Education utilize current research to develop 
and provide an evaluation instrument for statewide teacher evaluation 
(Tennessee Comprehensive Education Study, Tennessee State Department of 
Education, 1982). It was this comprehensive study that provided some 
framework and thoughts for Governor Alexander's proposal for better 
schools and for the eventual passage into law the Comprehensive 
Education Reform Act (CERA) of 1984.
In order to improve public education in the State of Tennessee, on 
January 28, 1983, the former Governor Lamar Alexander introduced a ten- 
point Better School Program in his State of Education Address. The 
total program included the following points:
1. Basic Skills First —  Students (except the severely 
handicapped), must master the identified 1,300 skills in 
reading and math before entering the ninth grade by 1990.
2. Computer Skills Next —  A computer literacy program for 
grades seven and eight before entering the ninth grade.
3. Kindergarten for Every Child —  A mandatory program which
required that all children must attend kindergarten before 
entering first grade.
4. More High School Math and Science —  Double the requirements
of one credit of math and one credit of science in the high
school.
5. Special Residential Summer Schools for Gifted Juniors and 
Seniors —  a program for rewarding academic excellence.
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6. .Refine High School Vocational Educational Program —  A 
program to avail relevant training for high school students 
for meeting the job needs of the. 1980s,
7. Classroom Discipline --- Alternative schools should be 
established for disruptive students so as to improve school 
climate.
S. Adult Job Skill Training under the Board of Regents —  A plan 
to reorganize adult job training programs at community 
colleges, technical institutes, and vocational schools.
9, Centers of Excellence at Universities —  A program to provide 
the first-rate financing for the best research programs in 
selected universities.
10. The Master Teacher Program and the Master Principal Program 
—  This was the heart of the Better Schools Program purposed 
to attract the best people into the profession of education, 
to retain them in the profession, and to reward them for 
outstanding performance (The Better Schools Program, Tennessee 
State Department of Education, 1983).
The statewide teacher organization Tennessee Education Association 
(TEA) was opposed to the proposed Master Teacher Program which was an 
incentive pay system because of their belief that teacher merit could 
not be fairly evaluated and that teachers must receive a substantial 
across-the-board raise to bring up the base-pay level prior to 
consideration of any merit pay plan (Handler & Carlson, 1984), Yet the 
governor continued to campaign for an incentive pay program, and 
despite the strong opposition, Lamar Alexander signed into law the 
Comprehensive Education Reform Act on March 6, 1984.
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The Tennessee Comprehensive Education Reform Act (CERA) of 1984 
was a very important piece of legislation. The Act includes four 
essential sections: (1) provisions in it concerned with certification;
(2) a career ladder program for teachers, principals, and supervisors;
(3) teacher training; and (4) a principal administrator academy 
(Christiansen, 1984).
The final version of the Career Ladder Teacher. Evaluation System 
(the Career Ladder Program) consisted of a five-tiered ladder 
(probationary teachers, apprentice teachers, Levels 1, II, and III 
teachers) designed to promote staff development among the Tennessee 
educators and to reward those who were evaluated as demonstrating 
superior performance and were willing to accept additional 
responsibilities with annual salary incentives ranging from $1,000 for 
Level I to $7,000 for Level III teachers.
One must understand the fundamental principles and beliefs of the 
Career Ladder Program before she/he can have a full knowledge of the 
Tennessee Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System since the latter is 
constructed upon the former. According to the Tennessee Career Ladder 
Teacher Orientation Manual, some of the fundamental principles and 
beliefs concerning the evaluation program, the teacher, the evaluator, 
the evaluation process, and the evaluation instruments have been 
established by the Tennessee Comprehensive Education Reform Act of 
1984, while others are based on educational research and the experience 
of those instrumental in developing the evaluation system. The 
fundamental principles and beliefs are stated in the following five 
areas;
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The Program
* The primary goal of thB evaluation program is to identify and 
reward outstanding teaching performance.
* A second important goal of the evaluation program is 
instructional improvement.
* A sound evaluation program focuses on performance rather than 
credentials.
* To be most useful, the evaluation program must be coupled with 
a strong professional development program,
* It is possible to assess differences in teacher performance.
The Teacher
* The teacher wants to be a competent professional.
* Instruction is the primary element in the overall role of 
the teacher.
* Skills needed and used by outstanding teachers do not differ 
from skills needed by less able teachers,
* All teachers can improve performance.
The Evaluator
* Teachers are able to evaluate the performance of their peers.
* Rigorous and comprehensive training is essential for an 
evaluator.
* Evaluation is best conducted by a team of evaluators rather than 
by a single individual.
* The evaluator must have a commitment to instructional 
improvement.
The Evaluation Process
* The evaluation process should not discourage diversity in 
teaching behavior.
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* Multiple observations of teaching are necessary to obtain a 
reliable picture of teaching behavior.
* Effectiveness of teaching behavior must be assessed in light of 
the learner, school and/or school system characteristics, needs 
and organizational structures,
* The evaluation process should focus on the identification of 
patterns of teaching behavior.
* Multiple sources of data are essential to the development of a 
complete picture of teaching performance.
The Evaluation Instruments
* The evaluation instruments roust be developed from the evaluation 
process.
* The instrument(s) must be understood by all teachers and 
administrators.
* The instrument(s) roust assess the performance of 
competencies/skills considered important to effective teaching.
* Checklists and rating scales are useful only as reflections of 
summarized information (Career Ladder Teacher Orientation 
Manual. pp. 1-2,).
Legislation passed in the Spring of 1987 changed the format of the 
Career Ladder Program to make it optional for all eligible educators.
A license is required for employment in the teaching profession. There 
are three levels of licensing, probationary, apprentice, and 
professional. Although career ladder certification is optional for 
eligible teachers, one can apply for it only after she or he has 
obtained the professional license. Once career ladder certification is 
obtained, salary supplements for Levels I, II, and III teachers of the 
Career Ladder are made available for the teacher for certain duration
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of contract. The teacher can apply for Career Level I in her fourth 
year of teaching experience and go through local evaluation. Level I 
teachers can have a 10 month contract period and receive a state salary 
supplement of $1,000. In the eighth year, a teacher may go through 
state evaluation for Level II. A Level II teacher, by choosing either 
a 10 or 11 month contract, can receive a state salary supplement of 
$2,000 or $4,000 respectively. In her 12th year of teaching, a teacher 
may apply for Level III status on the Career Ladder by going through 
state evaluation, A Level III instructror may receive either $3,000 (10 
month contract), $5,000 (11 month contract), or $7,000 (12 month 
contract) as state salary supplements.
The Tennessee Career Ladder Evaluation System for teachers was 
designed to gather data for teacher evaluation from multiple sources of 
information which are, believed French (1985), urgently needed if the 
evaluators are to obtain a complete and accurate picture of the 
teacher's performance. The multiple data sources were utilized to 
provide a system of checks and balances and to avoid misinformation or 
biased information about the teacher.
During the 1988-1989 school year, there were six domains of 
competence being evaluated. They were planning, teaching strategies, 
evaluation of student progress, classroom management, professional 
leadership, and basic communication skills. Each domain had specific 
detractors which are called indicators, and each indicator had 
illustrative statements which provide the basis for measurement. The 
primary sources of data about the aspects of a teacher's performance 
were: (1) teacher, (2) evaluators, (3) principal, and (4) students.
In terms of data collection, seven methods are employed: (1) classroom
observations, (2) dialogue sessions, (3) student questionnaire, (4)
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principal questionnaire, (5) professional development and leadership 
activities summaries, (6) written test, and (7) evaluator consensus 
(Career Ladder Teacher Orientation Manual. 1988-1989. Tennessee State 
Department of Education).
Key program developers and those supportive to the Career Ladder 
Program believe that the entire program is based on sound principles 
and beliefs, that the evaluation instruments which .are used by the 
evaluators who are thoroughly and intensely trained by the state are 
valid and reliable, and the data generated from multiple sources 
provide unbiased information for fair evaluations of teacher 
instructional performance. But the true impact of the Career Ladder 
Evaluation System on the overall instructional improvement is yet to be 
assessed. If the Tennessee Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System is 
indeed effective, the fundamental aspects of the program (which include 
the fundamental principles and beliefs and some other closely related 
issues of the Career Ladder Program) have to be perceived as being 
fair, valid, and reliable by the Tennessee teachers who are dally 
influenced by the program and administrators who are involved in the 
local evaluation of teachers.
Listing of Postulates
To find out the Tennessee teacher and administrator perceptions 
towards the statewide Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System, the 
researcher designed and developed an instrument, which is attached in 
the appendices. The development of this measurement device was based 
on the officially stated Fundamental Principles and Beliefs of the 
program which are found on pages one and two in the Career Ladder 
Teacher Orientation Manual, 198B-1989. and on other aspects which were
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found through the review of the research literature as being related 
closely to merit pay plans in general. Each questionnaire item was 
stated in the form of a postulate. Several of the postulates among the 
items in the questionnaire were taken from other studies:
Item 13 —  Under this evaluation system, differences in learners, 
schools, and school systems are considered when 
assessing effectiveness of teaching behavior (Randall, 
B. P. 1986).
Item 19 —  The Career Ladder Program has had a positive Influence 
on the overall effectiveness of my school and has 
improved the quality of public education in Tennessee 
(Reddick, T. L., & Peach, L. E. 1986).
Item 20 —  Implementation of the Career Ladder Program has had a 
negative effect on the morale of the teachers in my 
building (Rosenholtz, S. J., Bassler, 0. T.,
& Hoover-Dempsey, K. V. 1986).
Item 23 —  I believe there are better ways than the Career Ladder
Program to motivate teachers to become better
professionals (Johns, H. E. 1988).
Item 24 —  Advancement through the Career Ladder Program depends
too much on 'politics* and not enough on merit 
(Johns, H. E. 1988).
Item 26 —  The Tennessee educational reform movement has caused 
the public to hold teachers in high esteem 
(Rosenholtz, S. J., Bassler, 0. T., & Hoover-Dempsey, 
K. V. 1986).
Summary
This chapter dealt with the review of related literature on 
teacher incentive and merit pay plans. The basic theories behind the 
1980s great American educational reform movement were discussed, and 
major educational innovative practices in teacher effectiveness and 
appraisal in various parts of the country were outlined. In addition, 
the chapter reviewed in depth the literature on the concept of merit 
pay for teachers and significant studies conducted in this area. 
Finally, a description of the Tennessee Career Ladder Program for 
teachers as Is being implemented around the state in the school year of 
1988-1989, and listing of six postulates were presented in this 
chapter.
CHAPTER 3 
Methodology
Chapter 3 contains four parts that pertain to research methodology 
for this study. First of all, the design of the study is detailed, then 
the target population and the selection of the study sample are 
discussed. Furthermore, this chapter also deals with the development 
and validation of the research instruments. The last section of this 
chapter explains in detail how data are treated for research results.
Design of the Study
The purpose of this study was to identify and discriminate through 
investigations the perceptions of the Tennessee public school 
administrators, noncareer ladder teachers, and Career Levels I, II, and 
III teachers toward the statewide Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation 
System. The study was guided by the following research questions:
1. Are there differences in perception among administrators,
nonparticipating teachers, Levels I, II, and III teachers 
regarding the fundamental principles and beliefs and other 
related aspects of the Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation 
System?
2. Are there any differences in perception among the Tennessee
public school educators regarding the Career Ladder Program
when data are categorized according to such demographic 
variables as age, sex, highest degree achieved, length of 
teaching/administrative experience, type and classification 
of school, professional membership, and career ladder status?
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Population and Sample 
The target population for this study comprised the Tennessee 
public school administrators, career ladder and non-ladder teachers.
In a most recent Information release by the Tennessee State Department 
of Education, the total number of educators in the State of Tennessee 
(both teachers and administrators in the public schools) as of August 
15, 1988, was 48,430. The number of classroom teachers in the 
Tennessee public schools who were on the Career Ladder Program was 
37,713. Among them, 31,535 teachers had achieved Career Level I, 2,410 
hod obtained Level II, and another 3,768 teachers have accomplished 
Career Ladder III (Employed Educators Attaining Career Ladder Levels, 
Tennessee State Department of Education, 1988), In addition, there 
were several thousand teachers not on the program due to lack of 
interest and willingness to participate. The number of administrators 
in Tennessee public schools amounts to another several thousand.
According to Mendenhall (1975) and others, for a population of 
48,430 educators, a random sample of nearly 300 educators is needed. 
However, the researcher of this study randomly selected a sample size 
of 500 from the population for his research.
Among the 500 educators in the study sample, 158 subjects (0.5%) 
were selected from Career Ladder Level I teachers, 97 (4%) were 
selected for level II teachers, 105 (2.8%) were selected from Level III 
teachers. Seventy individuals were randomly chosen from the 
nonparticipating teachers of the program, and another seventy from 
among the administrators. Only with these percentages from each 
category of the educators, a manageable and statistically 
appropriate study sample of 500 which is representative of the
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differences Chat existed in the target population could be made 
available for a meaningful study.
Ins trumentation 
The researcher developed an instrument based on the stated 
fundamental principles and beliefs of the Career Ladder Teacher 
Evaluation System and some other aspects related closely to the 
system. The questionnaire was designed and developed for teachers who 
were and were not participating in the Career Ladder Program, and for 
public school administrators. The questionnaire was purposed to survey 
the perceptions of Tennessee public school administrators, 
nonparticipating teachers, and Career Levels 1, II, and III teachers 
regarding some of the important issues of the Career Ladder System for 
Teachers in its fifth year of implementation,
In the questionnaire, there were 30 items in the form of both 
positive and negative statements, and each of these questionnaire items 
dealt with some aspect of the Career Ladder Program, Each copy of the 
questionnaire was numerically coded so that the researcher could easily 
group different kinds of information, and at the same time, preserve 
the anonymity of the respondents.
The study sample was divided into five subgroups. The groups, 
respectively, were administrators, non*ladder teachers, Career Level I 
teachers, Level II teachers, and Level III teachers. The five groups 
were asked to respond, after reading each statement or item in the 
questionnaire, to a five-point rating scale on a continuum, from 1, 2, 
3, 4, to 5, which respectively stood for strongly agree, agree, 
undecided, disagree, and strongly disagree. The instrument obtained 
information on such demographic variables as (1) age, (2) sex, (3)
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highest degree earned, (4) years of teaching/fadministrative experience, 
(5) type of school, (6) classification of school, (7) professional 
membership, and (8) career ladder status.
In an effort to ensure validity and reliability of the measurement 
device, the researcher had done several important things, Being 
advised by the Chairman of his Doctoral Committee at the East Tennessee 
State University and through the extensive review of research 
literature on the Tennessee Career Ladder Program, this researcher, 
first of all, identified and invited three people possessing a wealth 
of both practical and research experience with the Tennessee Career 
Ladder Program to form a Panel of Experts to help evaluate the validity 
of the instruments. Dr. C. D. Boy, Assistant Superintendent of Schools 
in the Washington County (Tennessee) School System; Dr. Larry E, Peach, 
Associate Professor of Education at the Tennessee Technological 
University; and Dr. Horace E, Johns, Director of the Center for 
Business and Economic Research at the Middle Tennessee State 
University, were contacted by phone and in writing. All agreed to help 
validate the Instrument, and copies of the questionnaires were sent to 
them for validation. Each panel member carefully examined the 
instruments and responded by mail with their valuable suggestions and 
comments which were later integrated into the questionnaire. Dr.
Robert McElrath, the former Commissioner of Education for the State of 
Tennessee, after careful examination of the instrument, also gave good 
advice on how to better arrange the demographic data and revise a few 
of the questionnaire items, which was done, In addition, the 
researcher presented his prospectus to the Doctoral Seminar in the Fall 
of 1988, Fellow students and professors present offered Insightful 
advice concerning the research methodology and especially the research
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Instrument. Their suggestions were seriously considered in the 
revision process of the instrument.
Furthermore, by getting permissions from the principals, the 
researcher field tested the instrument among classroom teachers and 
administrators in two public schools in the Johnson City area,
Tennessee (Henry-Johnson Elementary School in the Johnson City School 
System, and Elizabethton High School in the Elizabethton City School 
System). The teachers and administrators were asked to complete the 
questionnaire, mark any statements which were thought to be 
unclear, and make any additional written comments that they wished 
about the instrument. Suggestions and comments were taken and further 
integrated into the instrument.
Finally, the researcher submitted the instrument to each member on 
his Doctoral Committee at the East Tennessee State University, The 
Committee reviewed the Instrument and suggested that a factor analysis 
be done to see how the items in the questionnaire were related to each 
other and to the Career Ladder Program. The factor analysis indicated 
that all the items were closely related to some aspect of the Career 
Ladder Program in general, although they were not correlated exactly to 
specific dimensions or factors of the program.
Once the questionnaire was developed, validated, and field tested, 
copies were made, numerically numbered, and mailed along with the 
Letter of Transmittal (see Appendix C, p. 158), and stamped, self- 
addressed return envelopes to the 500 randomly selected administrators 
and teachers across the state. Follow-up studies by telephone calls 
were also conducted to a group of randomly selected nonrespondents to 
ensure a relatively high overall response rate.
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Treatment: of Data
When data were obtained from the questionnaires, encoded on the 
scantron sheets and scanned into the computer, various kinds of 
descriptive and inferential statistical tests were applied by using the 
Statistical Package for Social Sciences - Extended (SPSSX).
Frequencies and percentages were calculated from the data collected on 
each of the demographic variables. Data describing the perception of 
the respondents were arranged by the five groups (administrators, 
nonparticipants, Level 1 teachers, Level II teachers, and Level III 
teachers) and analyzed by frequency distributions and means in order to 
answer research question 1. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
applied to data collected from all the five groups to determine, by 
computing the variances of the seven groups for mean differences for 
each of the 30 questionnaire items, whether statistically significant 
differences in perception existed among the Levels I, II, and III 
administrators and non-ladder administrators, and among the 
nonparticipating, Levels I, II, III teachers, and administrators 
regarding the Career Ladder System. Finally, the Scheffe test, which 
was known for its exactness even for unequal group sizes, was applied 
to determine exactly where the mean differences were.
To answer research question 2, the researcher once again applied 
the one-way analysis of variance and the Scheffe procedure to data 
collected from the five different groups on age, degree, Career Ladder 
Status, type of school, and classification of school to determine If 
there were any significant differences in perception when data were 
classified according to these demographic variables. The t test was 
applied to determine if significant differences between the means 
existed when sex and professional membership of the respondents to this
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study were taken into consideration. The Pearson product moment 
correlation coefficiency was also applied to data collected on the 
total years of teaching and administrative experience in and outside 
Tennessee to determine whether significant differences existed among 
the educators who had different teaching and administrative experience 
in their perceptions toward the Tennessee Career Ladder Program.
Summary
This chapter dealt with research design, procedures, and 
methodology. Descriptions of both the target population and the 
selection of the study sample were presented. The research instruments 
was explained in regards to their validity and reliability. Finally, 
data collection and the analysis of these research data were carefully 
detailed in this chapter.
CHAPTER 4 
Presentation and Analysis of Data
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to identify and discriminate the 
perceptions of the Career Level I teachers, Level II teachers, Level 
III teachers, non-ladder teachers, and administrators in the Tennessee 
public schools regarding the state-wide Career Ladder Teacher 
Evaluation System. This chapter contains demographic characteristics 
of respondents, statistical analysis used in the study, and comments 
from respondents. The analyses presented are in both narrative and 
tabular forms.
Demographic Characteristics of Respondents 
The data used in this study were obtained through the use of a 
research instrument designed to survey the Tennessee public school 
teachers and administrators in regards to their perceptions of the 
Tennessee Career Ladder Program. The data were collected in Spring, 
1989.
Sample and Return Rate of Participants in the Study
Questionnaires were sent to 500 randomly selected teachers and 
administrators across the state in April. In two weeks, 309 responses 
were returned. Eighty-one educators were again randomly selected from 
among the 191 nonrespondents, and follow-up phone calls were made 
immediately after the initial responses to the selected 
nonrespondents. Sixty-four more responses were received by phone. 
Taken together, there were 373 responses, an overall response rate of 
74.6% (see Table 1).
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Table 1 ,
Sample and Return Rate for Participants In the Spring, 1989 Study 
of Tennessee Public School Educators1 Perceptions Regarding the Career 
Ladder Teacher Evaluation System
Participant
Status
No. in 
Sample
No.
Returned
No. Returned 
by Phone
Total
Returned
Percentage
Returned
Lev 1 Teachers 158 97 25 122 77.2
Lev II Teachers 97 54 7 61 62.9
Lev III Teachers 105 91' 15 106* 100.9
Administrators 70 54 8 62 88.6
Non-Lev Teachers 70 13 9 22 31.4
Total 500 309 64 373 74.6
* By the time the questionnaire was sent out, some Levels 1 and II teachers had 
already passed state evaluations and advanced to Level III status on the Career 
Ladder
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Response rates were tabulated for each group. One hundred and 
twenty-two of the 158 (77,2%) Level I teachers responded. Sixty-one of 
the 97 (62.94) Level II teachers responded. Due to the fact that some 
Levels I and II teachers had already advanced to Level III status by 
the time the questionnaire was sent to them, out of the 105 Level III 
teachers randomly selected for this study, 106 (100,9%) from the 
category responded. Sixty-two of the 70 (88.6%) administrators 
responded. Twenty-two of the 70 (31.4%) non-ladder teachers 
responded. These data are displayed in Table 1.
Age of the Participants In the Study
Respondents were asked to indicate their ages by category. As can 
be seen from Table 2, there were seven general categories. Among the 
respondents, none was between ages of 21 and 25. Ten (2.7%) were 
between ages 26 and 30. Forty-three (11,5%) listed their ages between 
31 and 35. Eighty-eight (23.6%) listed their ages between 36 and 40. 
One hundred and three (27,6%) educators listed their ages between 41 
and 45. Twenty-eight (7.5%) reported being between 46 and 50. One 
hundred and one (27,1%) respondents were 50 years of age or older. In 
addition, age of the respondents was further categorized by the five 
groups, and these data are presented in Table 3.
Sex of Participants in the Study
Two hundred and forty-seven of the educators who responded to the 
study were females. As is displayed in Table 4, there were nearly 
twice as many females os males who participated in this study. Table 5 
further shows the sex of the respondents when they are categorized Into 
the five groups.
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Table 2
Age Distributions of Participants In the Study
Age Category Frequency Percentage
21-25 0 0
26-30 10 2.7
31-35 43 11.5
36-40 88 23.6
41-45 103 27.6
46-50 28 7.5
50 and over 101 27.1
Total 373 100.0
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Table 3 .
Age Distributions of Participants in the Study According to Groups
Age
Category
Level I 
Frequen/Perc
Level II 
Frequen/Perc
Level 111 
Frequen/Perc
Admin
Frequen/Perc
Non-Lev 
Freque/Perc
21-25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
26-30 7 5.7 0 0 1 .9 1 1.6 1 4.5
31-35 19 15.6 10 16.4 8 7.5 5 8.1 1 4.5
36-40 32 26.2 18 29.5 27 25.5 10 16.1 1 4.5
41-45 29 23.8 20 32.8 32 30.2 12 19.4 10 45.5
46-50 8 6.6 2 3.3 10 9.4 5 8.1 3 13.6
50 & Over 27 22.1 11 18.0 28 26.4 29 46.8 6 27.3
Total 122 100.0 61 100.0 106 100.0 62 100.0 22 100.0
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Table 4 .
Sex of Participants In the Study
Sex ♦ Frequency Percentage
Females 247 66.2
Males 126 33.8
Total 373 100.0
Table 5
Sex of Participants in the Study Accordinx to Groups
Sex
Level
Frequen/Perc
Level II Level III 
Frequen/Perc Frequen/Perc
Admin
Frequen/Perc
Non-Lev 
Frequen/Perc
Females 102/83.6 37/60.7 77/72.6 19/30.6 12/54.5
Males 20/16.4 24/39.3 29/27.4 43/69,4 10/45.5
Total 122/100.0 61/100.0 106/100.0 62/100.0 22/100.0
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Highest Degree Completed
Highest degree earned by the participants in the study was 
indicated on the survey instrument. Ninety-four (25.2%) had a 
bachelor's degree. Two hundred and twenty-three (59.8%) had earned a 
master's degree. Thirty-eight (10.2%) had attained the Education 
Specialist degree, and eighteen (A.8%) held a doctorate. These data 
ore shown in Table 6. Furthermore, data concerning .the highest degree 
completed by the respondents according to the five groups are presented 
in Table 7.
Years of Teaching and Administrative Experience in and outside 
Tennessee
The measurement device was also designed to collected information 
on the total years of teaching and/or administrative experience in and 
outside Tennessee. Table 8 indicates that all respondents had taught 
in Tennessee for at least 2 years and at most AO years. Most of the 
respondents revealed having teaching experience in Tennessee ranging 
from 6 to 2A years. Table 9 shows the participants' teaching 
experience in Tennessee by the five groups. Almost 75% of the 
respondents indicated not having taught outside the state (see Table
10), and the frequency and percentage of those who had not taught 
outside Tennessee by the five groups are also displayed (see Table
11). Two hundred and eighty-eight (77.2%) had no administrative 
experience in Tennessee (Table 12), and the frequency and percentage of 
the respondents who had and had not administrative experience in 
Tennessee are displayed in Table 13. Three hundred and sixty-nine 
(98.9%) reported that they had not had any administrative experience 
outside the State of Tennessee (see Table 1A). The frequency and
Table 6 .
Highest Degree Completed by the Participants In the Study
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Degree Frequency Percentage
Bachelor 94 25.2
Master 223 59.8
Specialist . 38 10.2
Doctor IB 4.8
Total 373 100.0
Table 7
Highest Degree Completed by Participants According to Groups
Level I Level II Level III Admin Non-Lev
Degree Frequen/Perc Frequen/Perc Frequen/Perc Frequen/Perc Frequen/Perc
Bachelor 53/43.3 7/11.5 26/24.5 8/36.4
Master 65/53.3 50/82.0 63/59.4 35/56.5 10/45.5
Specialist 4/3,3 3/4.9 10/9.4 17/27.4 4/1B.2
Doctor 1/1.6 7/6.6 10/16.1
Total 122/100.0 61/100.0 106/100.0 62/100.0 22/100.0
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Table 8 .
Total Years of Teaching Experience in Tennessee
Years of Teaching 
Experience in TN Frequency Percentage
2 1 .3
3 3 .8
4 7 1.9
5 4 1.1
6 12 3.2
7 6 1.6
8 14 3.8
9 8 2.1
10 10 2.7
11 26 7.0
12 17 4.6
13 21 5.6
14 15 4.0
15 29 7.8
16 23 6.2
17 16 4.3
18 23 6.2
19 15 4.0
20 23 6.2
21 12 3.2
22 18 4.8
23 1 3.2
24 0 2.7
25 5 1.3
26 7 1.9
27 1 .3
28 6 1.6
29 4 1.1
30 7 1.9
31 4 1.1
33 2 .5
34 1 .3
35 6 1.6
36 2 .5
37 2 .5
40 1 .3
Total 373 100.0
68
Table 9 .
Years of Teaching Experience in Tennessee According to Groups
Years of Exp Level I Level II Level III Admin Non*Lev
In TN Freq/Perc Freq/Perc Freq/Exp Freq/Exp Freq/Exp
2 1/1.6
3 1/.8 1/1.6 1/1.6
4 6/4.9 1/1.6
5 3/2.5 1/1.6
6 8/6.6 1/.9 2/3.2 1/4.5
7 2/1.6 2/1.9 2/3.2
8 6/4.9 1/1.6 2/1.9 4/6.5 1/4.5
9 4/3.3 1/1.6 2/3.2 1/4.5
10 2/1.6 4/6.6 1/.9 1/1.6 2/9.1
11 8/6.6 8/13.1 3/2.8 5/8.1 2/9.1
12 8/6.6 3/4.9 6/5.7
13 9/7.4 3/4.9 4/3.8 5/8.1
14 5/4.1 3/4.9 7/6,6
15 8/6.6 5/8.2 11/10.4 2/3.2 3/13.6
16 3/2.5 5/8.2 10/9.4 3/4.8 2/9.1
17 5/4.1 4/6.6 5/4.7 1/1.6 1/4.5
18 10/8.2 3/4.9 9/8.5 1/1.6
19 3/2.5 5/8.2 5/4.7 1/1.6 1/4.5
20 6/4.9 4/6.6 8/7.5 4/6.5 1/4.5
21 2/1.6 1/1.6 7/6.6 1/1.6 1/4.5
22 7/5.7 2/3.3 8/7.5 1/4.5
23 3/2.5 2/3.3 3/2.8 2/3.2 2/9.1
24 3/2.5 4/6.6 2/1.9 1/1.6
25 1/.8 1/1.6 2/1.9 1/1.6
26 2/1.6 1/.9 4/6.5
27 1/.9
28 2/1.6 1/-9 2/3.2 1/4.5
29 1/.8 1/.9 2/3.2
30 3/2.5 1/.9 3/4.8
31 2/1.9 1/1.6 1/4.5
33 2/3.2
34 1/1.6
35 2/1.9 3/4.8 1/4.5
36 2/3.2
37 1/.9
40 1/.8
Total 122/100.0 61/100.0 106/100.0 62/100.0 22/100.0
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Table 10.
Total Years of Teaching Experience outside Tennessee
Years of Teaching Experience 
outside Tennessee Frequency Percentage
0 279 74.8
1 21 5.6
2 15 4.0
3 13 3.5
4 5 1.3
5 8 2.1
6 9 2.4
7 a 2.1
8 2 .5
9 1 .3
10 5 1.3
12 3 .8
13 2 .5
14 1 .3
15 1 .3
Total 373 100.3
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Table 11.
Years of Teaching Experience outside Tennessee According to Groups
Years of Exp Level I Level II Level III Admin Kon-Lev
Outside TN Freq/Perc Freq/Perc Freq/Perc Freq/Perc Freq/Perc
0 95/77.9 45/73.8 77/72.6 51/82.3 11/50.0
1 4/3.3 1/1.6 11/10.4 4/6.5 1/4.5
2 3/2.5 4/6.6 3/2.8 2/3.2 3/13.6
3 4/3.3 2/3.3 5/4.7 1/1.6 1/4.5
4 1/.8 2/3.3 1/.9 1/1.6
5 2/1.6 1/1.6 4/3.8 1/4.5
6 5/4,1 3/4.9 1/1.6
7 4/3,3 2/3.3 2/1.9
8 1/.9 1/4.5
9 1/.9
10 1/.8 1/1.6 1/.9 1/1.6 1/4.5
12 1/1.6 2/9.1
13 2/1.6
14 1/.8
15 1/4.5
Total 122/100.0 61/100.0 106/100.0 62/100.0 22/100.0
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Table 12.
Years of Administrative Experience In Tennessee
Years of Administrative 
Experience in TN Frequency Percentage
0 288 77.2
1 7 1.9
2 6 1.6
3 9 2.4
4 1 .3
5 6 1.6
6 4 1.1
7 1 .3
8 3 .8
9 3 .8
10 10 2.7
11 4 1.1
12 4 1.1
13 3 .8
14 2 .5
15 4 1.1
16 1 .3
17 3 .8
19 2 .5
20 4 1.1
22 1 .3
23 4 1.1
29 1 .3
30 2 .5
Total 373 100.0
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Table 13.
Years of Administrative Experience in Tennessee According to Groups
Years of Adm Level I Level II Level III A drain Non-Lev
Exp In TH Freq/Perc Freq/Perc Freq/Perc Freq/Perc Freq/Perc
0 116/95.1 59/96.7 90/84.9 1/1.6 22/100,0
1 1/.8 1/1.6 3/2.8 2/3,2
2 1/.8 1/.9 4/6.5
3 2/1.6 1/1.6 3/2.8 3/4.8
4 1/1.6
5 2/1.9 4/6.5
6 1/.9 3/4.8
7 1/1.6
8 3/4.8
9 3/4,8
10 1/.8 3/2.8 6/9.7
11 2/1.9 2/3.2
12 1/.9 3/4,8
13 1/.8 2/3.2
14 2/3.2
15 4/6.5
16 1/1.6
17 3/4.8
19 2/3.2
20 4/6.5
22 1/1.6
23 4/6.5
29 1/1.6
30 2/3.2
Total 122/100.0 61/100.0 106/100.0 62/100.0 22/100.0
73
Table 14.
Years of Administrative Experience outside Tennessee
Years of Administrative 
Experience outside TN Frequency Percentage
0 369 98.9
1 2 .5
u 1 .3
6 1 .3
Total 373 100.0
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percentage of the participants of the study who had and had not 
administrative experience outside the state according to the five 
general groups are presented in Table 15.
Professional Membership of the Participants in the Study
Request was also made in the questionnaire for the professional 
associations to which the respondents belonged. There were seven 
professional organizations identified: NEA, TEA, LEA (local education
associations), NASP (associations for school principals at the national 
level), TASP (Associations for school principals at the Tennessee state 
level), A5CD (Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development), 
and PDK (Phi Delta Kappa). As one can see in Table 16, nearly two- 
third of the participants of the study reported belonging to NEA, TEA, 
and local education associations, while very few had memberships with 
NASP, TASP, ASCD, and PDK. Table 17 displays data on professional 
memberships when the respondents were classified into the five groups.
Participants* Status on the Career Ladder Program
The total number of non-ladder educators who responded to the 
survey was 26 (7%). One hundred and thirty-nine (37.3%) achieved Career 
Level I. Seventy-one (19%) were reportedly on Level II, and a hundred 
and thirty-seven (36.7%) had obtained Career Level III (see Table 18). 
By examining the data display In Table 19, one can see in particular 
the career ladder status of the sixty-two administrators who 
participated in this study.
Type of School in Which Respondents Worked
Participants of the study were asked to supply information 
concerning the type of school in which they worked, One hundred and
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Table 15.
Years of Administrative Experience outside Tennessee According to Groups
Years of Adra Level I Level II 
Exp Outside TN Freq/Perc Freq/Perc
Level III 
Freq/Perc
Admin
Freq/Perc
Non-Lev
Freq/Perc
0 122/100.0 60/98.4 104/98.1 61/98.4 22/100
1 1/1.6 1/.9
4 1/1.6
6 1/.9
Total 122/100.0 61/100.0 106/100.0 62/100.0 22/100.0
Table 16
Professional Membership of Participants in the Study
Organization Members/Percentage Non-members/Percentage Total
NEA 248 66.5 125 33.5 373/100.0
TEA 260 69.7 113 30.3 373/100.0
LEA 226 60.6 147 39.4 373/100.0
NASP 26 7.0 347 93.0 373/100.0
TASP 12 3.2 361 96.8 373/100.0
ASCD 25 6.7 348 93.3 373/100.0
PDK 24 6.4 349 93.6 373/100,0
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Table 17.
Professional Membership of Participants In the Study According to Groups
Groups Organization Memb/Perc Nonmerab/Perc Total
Level I NEA 83/68.0 39/32.0 122/100.
Teachers TEA 89/73.0 33/27.0 122/100.
LEA 77/63.1 45/36.9 122/100.
ASCD 1/.8 121/99.2 122/100.
PDK 3/2.5 119/97.5 122/100.
Level 11 NEA 46/75.4 15/24.6 61/100.
Teachers TEA 47/77.0 14/23.0 61/100.
LEA 50/82.0 11/18.0 61/100.
AS CP 1/1.6 60/98.4 61/100.
PDk 5/8.2 56/91.8 61/100.
Level III NEA 72/67.9 34/32.1 106/100.
Teachers TEA 78/73.6 28/26.4 106/100.
LEA 64/60.4 42/39.6 106/100.
ASCD 5/4.7 101/95.3 106/100.
PDK 6/5.7 100/94.3 106/100.
Administrators NEA 35/56.5 27/43.5 62/100.
TEA 35/56.5 27/43.5 62/100.
LEA 26/41.9 36/58.1 62/100.
NASP 26/41.9 36/58.1 62/100.
TASP 12/19.4 50/80.6 62/100.
ASCD 18/29.0 44/71.0 62/100.
PDK 10/16.1 52/83.9 62/100.
Non-Ladder NEA 12/54.5 10/45.5 22/100.
Teachers TEA 11/50.0 11/50.0 22/100.
LEA 9/40.9 13/59.1 22/100.
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Q
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Table 18.
Participants* Status on the Career Ladder
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Status Frequency Percentage
Non-Ladder 26 7.0
Level I 139 37.3
Level II 71 19.0
Level III 137 36.7
Total 373 100.0
Table 19
Administrators* Status on the Administrator Career Ladder Program
Status Frequency Percentage
Non-Ladder A 6.5
Level I 17 27.4
Level II 10 16.1
Level III 31 50.0
Total 62 100.0
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ninety-seven (52.8%) served in an elementary school. Forty-two (11.3%) 
worked in a middle school. Twenty-five (6.7%) served in a junior high 
school. One hundred and nine (29.2%) of the respondents worked in a 
high school. These data are summarized in Table 20. In addition, data 
regarding the type of schools of the participants who were grouped into 
five categories are displayed in Table 21.
Classification of School in Which Respondents Worked
The questionnaire asked the participants of the study to classify 
their schools in which they worked as either city, special school 
district, or county. One hundred and twenty-six (33.8%) classified 
their school as city. Thirteen (3.5%) classified their school as 
special school district. Two hundred and thirty-four (62.7%) of the 
respondents served in county schools. This information is displayed in 
Table 22. The respondents were categorized into the five general 
groups and the data on their classification of school are summarized in 
Table 23.
Findings from the Data Analysis 
Data analysis which corresponds to research question 1 was 
accomplished through descriptive and inferential statistical 
procedures. Frequency distributions and means were used to describe 
perceptions of the respondents, and analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
employed to make inferences about their responses,
Administrators, non-ladder teachers, Levels 1, II, and III 
teachers were asked to respond by means of a five-point scale on a 
continuum ranging from "1 -strongly agree" to ”5 - strongly disagree." 
Since responses ranged from 1 to 5 on each of the 30 statements, the 
midpoint of 3 can be assumed to be the coordinate of the point which
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Table 20,
Type of School Respondents Worked In
Type of School Frequency Percentage
Elementary School 197 52.6
Middle School 42 11.3
Junior High School 25 6.7
Senior High School 109 29.2
Total 373 100.0
Table 21
Type of School Respondents Worked in AccordinE to Groups
School
Type
Level I 
Freq/Perc
Level II 
Freq/Perc
Level III 
Freq/Perc
Admin
Freq/Perc
Non-Lev 
Freq/Pe:
Elementary 76/62.3 24/39.3 52/49.1 34/54.8 11/50.0
Middle 11/9.0 8/13.1 12/11.3 9/14.5 2/9.1
Junior High 6/4.9 6/9.8 6/5.7 4/6.5 3/13.6
Senior High 29/23.8 23/37.7 36/36.0 15/24.2 6/27.3
Total 122/100.0 61/100.0 106/100.0 62/100.0 22/100.0
Table 22.
Classification of School Respondents Worked in
School Classification Frequency Percentage
City School 126 33.8
Special School District 13 3,5
County School 234 62.7
Total 373 100.0
Table 23
Classification of School Respondents Worked in According to Groups
School
Classification
Level I 
Freq/Perc
Level II 
Freq/Perc
Level III 
Freq/Perc
Admin
Freq/Perc
Non-Lev 
Freq/Perc
City School 33/27.0 20/32.8 43/40.6 24/38.7 6/27.3
Spe Sch Dis 3/2.5 1/1.6 3/2.8 4/6.5 2/9.1
County School 86/70.5 40/65.6 60/56.6 34/54.8 14/63.6
Total 122/100.0 61/100.0 106/100.0 62/100 22/100,0
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separates the group means of those agreeing from those disagreeing.
Responses were tabulated by group for each of the 30 items on the 
questionnaire. These data are presented in Appendix E. They appear in 
the form of a frequency distribution. There is a range of responses 
from 1 through 5 for each of the five groups on all the 30 items.
A one-way analysis of variance was applied to determine if 
statistically significant differences in perception existed among the 
five groups. Since the group did not contain the some number of 
subjects, the assumption of equal variances was tested. Cochran's C 
tests indicated homogeneity among variances in each of the 30 
statements on the questionnaire (see Table 24). A confidence level for 
the study was set at the .01 level. With 4 (between groups) and 368 
(within groups) degrees of freedom, an F value greater than 3.41 was an 
indication that significant differences in perception regarding the 
Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System did exist between two or more 
of the five groups. Calculated values were greater than the critical 
value (3.41) in 26 of the 30 questionnaire statements (see Table 24). 
There were no significant mean differences on items 7, 11, 13, and 29, 
which indicates agreements among the five groups in the following four 
aspects:
(1). Teaching skills needed and used by outstanding teachers do not 
differ from skills needed by less able teachers (item 7).
(2). The present Career Ladder evaluation process does not encourage 
diversity in teaching behavior (item 11),
(3). Under the current evaluation system, differences in leaners, 
schools, and school systems are not considered when assessing 
the effectiveness of teaching behavior (item 13)
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Table 24.
Analysis of Variance Summaries from the Spring 1989 Tennessee Career Ladder 
Study of Levels X. II. Ill Teachers. Non-Level Teachers, and Administrators
Source D.F MS F Ratio
Item 1.
Between Groups 4
Within Groups 368
Cochrans C ■ ,2919 
Item 2,
Between Groups 4
Within Groups 368
Cochrans C - .2684 
Item 3.
Between Groups 4
Within Groups 368
Cochrans C - ,2531 
Item 4.
Between Croups 4
Within Groupd 368
Cochrans C - .2536 
Item 5.
Between Groups 4
Within Groups 368
Cochrans C - .2361 
Item 6.
Between Groups 4
Within Groups 368
47.540B 38.2931
1.2415
31.0926 24,6702
1.2603
32.1412 27.5713
1.1657
20.7310 17.6488
1.1746
10.2040 11.9346
.8550
12,9644 10.1161
1.2816
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Cochrans. C - . 25B6
Item 7.
Between Groups 4 1.5876
Ulthln Groups 368 1.7700
Cochrans C - .2167
Item 8.
Between Groups 4 20.8258
Within Groups 368 1,2915
Cochrans C - ,2445
Item 9.
Between Groups 4 17,7145
Within Groups 368 1.1121
Cochrans C - .2562
Item 10.
Between Groups 4 7.3939
Within Groups 368 1.2003
Cochrans C - .2583
Item 11.
Between Groups 4 4,6439
Within Groups 368 1,4604
Cochrans C - .2401
Item 12
Between Groups 4 17,8766
Within Groups 368 1.1267
Cochrans C - .2819
.8970*
16.1257
15.9290
6.1590
3.1798*
15.8661
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Item 13..
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - .2814
Item 14.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - .2546
Item 15.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - .2594
Item 16.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrdns C - .2548
Item 17.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - ,2811
Item 18.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - .3204
Item 19.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - .2561
4 3.3914
368 1.0758
4 9.4444
368 .8802
4 12.1808
368 1.0824
4 12.8960
368 1.1866
4 7.4560
368 .8346
4 11.7063
36B 1.0760
4 25.3492
368 1.3380
3.1525*
10.7299
11.2532
10.B661
8.9334
10.8798
18.9460
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Item 20.,
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - .2499
Item 21.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - .2752
Item 22.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - .2708
Item 23,
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - .3057
Item 24.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - .2870
Item 25.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - .2394
Item 26.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
4 15.7690 11.0404
368 1.4283
4 11.6540 8.5066
368 1.3700
4 28.5104 23.0664
368 1.2360
4 15.5264 13.9079
368 1.1164
4 42.5428 33.1125
368 1.2848
4 23.5701 16.7241
368 1.4094
4 10.9427 11.1115
368 .9848
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Cochrans C - .3066
Item 27.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - ,3656
Item 28.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - .2598
Item 29.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - .2862
Item 30.
Between Groups 
Within Groups
Cochrans C - .3105
6 20.6308 15.5260
368 1.3290
6 16.7353 ' 16.8607
368 .9929
6 1.5226 1.6960
368 ,8976
4 7.4673 8.5493
368 .8734
With the critical value - 3.41, * indicates that statistically significant 
differences do not exist at the .01 level of confidence.
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(4). Teachers who are eligible but not participating in the Career
Ladder Program are not inferior to the Career Ladder teachers in 
instructional abilities and quality performance (item 29).
Since significant differences appeared to exist among the five 
groups on all but four items, the Scheffe procedure was applied to 
determine exactly where those differences were. These data are 
displayed in Table 25.
A one-way analysis of variance was further applied to determine 
whether there were statistically significant differences in perception 
towards the Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System among the Levels I, 
II, III administrators and the non-ladder administrators (four 
groups). Since the four groups did not have the same number of 
subjects, the assumption of equal variances was tested. Cochran's C 
tests Indicated homogeneity among variances in all the 30 questionnaire 
statements. With a confidence level set at .01 level, and 3 (between 
groups) and 58 (within groups) degrees of freedom, an F value greater 
than 4.16 would be an indication that statistically significant 
differences in perception existed between two or more of the four 
groups of administrators. However, the observed F values were less 
than the critical value of 4.16 in all the 30 items on the 
questionnaire. Significant mean differences did not appear to exist 
among the four groups of administrators on any of the questionnaire 
statements (see Table 26).
In order to answer research question 2, several different 
statistical measures were employed. The t test was applied to 
determine if differences between the means existed when sex and 
professional membership of the participants of the study were taken 
into consideration. The two means between female and male educators
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Table 25.
Results of the Scheffe Procedure from the Spring 1989 Tennessee Career Ladder 
Study of Levels I. II. Ill Teachers. Non-Ladder Teachers, and Administrators
Group 1 - Level 1 teachers 
Group 2 - Level II teachers 
Group 3 - Level III teachers 
Group 4 - Administrators 
Group 5 - Non-ladder teachers
(*) denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the .05 level.
1. The Career Ladder Program is able to identify and reward outstanding 
teaching performance.
Mean Group 3 4 2 1 5
2.5283 3
2.6613 4
3.4918 2 * *
4.0328 1 * * *
4.5455 5 * * *
The Career Ladder Program had enhanced instructional improvement
Mean Group 3 4 2 1 5
2.5094 3
2.8710 4
3.4918 2 *
3.6967 1 * *
4.4091 5 * * *
The Career Ladder Evaluation Program focuses on performance and :
on credentials.
Mean Group 3 4 2 1 5
2.0566 3
2.3548 4
2.8361 2 k
3.0902 1 * *
4.3182 5 * * * *
Differences in teaching performance can: be assessed by using the
evaluation instruments and procedures.
Mean Group 3 4 2 1 5
2.7547 3
2.7903 4
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3.5082 2 * *
3.6803 1 * *
4.1364 5 * *
5. The Career Ladder Program Is coupled with a professional development 
program (TN Instructional Model).
Mean Group 4 3 1 2
2.1129 4
2.2736 3
2.3361 1
2.4426 2
3.6363 5 * * * *
Instruction is the primary element on which the teacher is being evaluated 
in the current evaluation system.
Mean Group 4 3
2.6290 4
2.6698 3
3.2131 2
3.3279 1 * *
3.B636 5 * *
7. Skills needed and used by outstanding teachers do not differ from skills 
needed by less able teachers.
Mean Group
2.6475 1
2.8197 2
2.5189 3
2.4677 4
2.8636 5
No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level,
8. The present evaluation system will enable all teachers who participate to 
improve instruction.
Mean Group 3 4 2 1 5
2.5283 3
2.8548 4
3.3443 2 *
3.5246 1 * *
4.0455 5 * *
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9. Evaluators of the program are well-■trained to objectively appraise the
performance of their peers.
Mean Group 3 6 2 1 5
2.8208 3
2.8568 6
3.5266 2 * *
3.5656 1 * *
6.3182 5 * *
10, Evaluators have a commitment to instructional improvement.
Mean Group 6 3 * 2  1 5
2.5968 6
2.6615 3
2.8852 2
3.0328 1
3.7273 5 ★ *
11. The present evaluation process does not encourage diversity in teaching
behavior.
Mean Group
2.2787 1
2.3663 2
2.6606 3
2.6776 6
1.9091 5
No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level.
12. The program can obtain a reliable picture of teacher behavior because it
uses multiple observations of the teacher's classroom teaching.
Mean Group 3 6 2 1 5
2.8113 3
3.0323 6
3.6721 2 * *
3.7295 1 * *
6.0655 5 * *
13. Under this evaluation system, differences in learners, schools, and school 
systems are considered when assessing the effectiveness of teaching 
behavior.
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Mean Group
3.7377 1
3,8033 2
3,3868 3
3.5000 4
4.0000 5
No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level,
14. The evaluation process has identified patterns of teaching behavior.
Mean Group 3 4
2.4245 3
2.5161 4
2.9344 2 *
3.0656 1 * *
3.4091 5 * *
15. The multiple data sources used in the program has indeed developed a 
complete picture of teaching performance.
Mean Group 3 4
3.0283 3
3.1774 4
3.7623 1 * *
3.8525 2 * *
3.8636 5 *
16. The evaluation instruments used do not necessarily assess the performance 
competencies and skills considered important to effective teaching.
Mean Group
1.7727 5
2.1230 1
2.2623 2
2.8226 4
2.8585 3
17. Most teachers and administrators understand and like the evaluation 
process.
Mean Group 4 3
3.4355 4
3.5755 3
3.9836 1 * *
4.1475 2 * *
4.2727 5 * *
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18. The Career Ladder Program has attracted the best people into the teaching 
profession and retained them.
Mean Group 3 4 2 1 5
3.5943 3
3.8065 4
4.1475 2 *
4.3033 1 *
4.8182 5 * *
The Career Ladder Program has had a positive influence on the quality of
public education in Tennessee.
Mean Group 4 3 2 1 5
2.8548 4
2.9151 3
3.5902 2 * *
3.9426 1 * *
4.3636 5 * *
Implementation of the Career Ladder Program has had a negative effect on
the morale of teachers in my building.
Mean Group 5 1 2  3 4
1.6818 5
2.3852 1
2.4262 2
2.9434 3 * *
3.2419 4 * * *
The Career Ladder paperwork has detracted teachers from preparation and
instructional efforts.
Mean Group 5 2 1 4  3
1.3636 5
2.0328 2
2.2049 1 *
2.5968 4 *
2.6981 3 * *
Teachers have had a renewed pride in themselves and their profession
as a result of the> program.
Mean Group 3 4 2 1 5
2.7830 3
3.3226 4
3.8852 2 *
3.9098 1 * *
4.6364 5 * *
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23, I believe there ore better ways than the Career Ladder Program to 
motivate teachers to be better professionals.
Mean Group 5 1 2  4 3
1.1818 5
1.6639 1
1.8197 2
2.1290 4 ★
2.5377 3 * * *
24. Advancement through the Career Ladder Program depends too much on
"politics" and not enough on merit.
Mean Group 5 1 ' 2 4 3
1.3636 5
2.4590 1 *
2.8361 2 *
3.4677 4 * *
3.7547 3 * * *
25. The monetary bonuses and the career level status are strong incentives
for teachers to become better professionals.
Mean Group 3 4 2 1 5
2.4245 3
2.9677 4
3.1475 2 *
3,5984 1 * *
3.9091 5 * *
26. The Tennessee educational reform movement has caused the public to hold
teachers in high esteem.
Mean Group 3 4 2 1 5
3,4151 3
3.7258 4
3.9508 2 *
4.1148 1 *
4.6364 5 * *
27. A mediocre teacher can advance up to top levels if she\he chooses to
"play the game."
Mean Group 5 2 1 4  3
1.1364 5
1.7377 2
1.7623 1
2.1774 4 *
2.7170 3 * * *
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28, All teachers who have obtained Levels II and III are indeed excellent 
instructors,
Mean Group 3 4 2 1 5
3.3019 3
3.8065 4 *
4.0820 2 *
4.1967 1 *
4.5000 5 *
29. Nonparticipating teachers of the program are inferior to the career ladder 
teachers in Instructional abilities and quality performance.
Mean Group
4.5492 I
4.4918 2
4.2624 3
4.2903 4
4.5000 5
No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level.
30. Career Levels II and III teachers are not necessarily better teachers 
than Level I and nonparticipating teachers.
Mean Group 5 1 2  4 3
1.1818 5
1.5368 1
1.6393 2
1.7742 4
2.1415 3 * * *
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Table 26.
Analysis of Variance Summaries from the Spring. 19S9 Tennessee Career Ladder 
Study on Non-Ladder, Levels I, II, and III Administrators
Degrees of Freedom between Groups - 3 
Degrees of Freedom Within Groups - 58 
F Value - 4.16
Item Calculated F Ratio Item Calculated F Ratio
1 1.3670* 16 .4482*
2 .8778* 17 1.2544*
3 .4717* 18 3.0584*
4 1.2720* 19 .4418*
5 .9181* 20 .2665*
6 .6639* 21 2.3527*
7 2.9710* 22 1.2348*
8 .1143* 23 3,6661*
9 .7329* 24 2.2025*
10 1.0717* 25 2.0398*
11 .8664* 26 1.4389*
12 1.8346* 27 2.2258*
13 2.4427* 28 1.2558*
14 1.5851* 29 .9050*
15 1.0139* 30 ,6370*
{*) denotes that significant difference does not exist at the .01 level.
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were quite similar to each other on all the questionnaire statements, 
which was an indication that significant differences in perception 
regarding the Career Ladder Program did not exist between male and 
female educators, This information is presented in Table 27. In 
addition, the means between those holding professional memberships with 
any of the seven identified organizations and those who did not were 
almost identical to each other, indicating that no significant 
differences existed among the respondents in their perceptions 
concerning the Career Ladder Program whether or not memberships were 
held with the professional organizations, These data are summarized in 
Table 28,
The Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficiency (the Pearson 
r) was applied to information collected on the total years of teaching 
and/or administrative experience in and outside Tennessee. This was 
done in an attempt to determine if there were significant differences 
in perception among educators who had teaching and/or administrative 
experience in and outside Tennessee regarding the Career Ladder 
Program. Relationships did appear to exist between those who had 
different experience and their perceptions toward the Career Ladder 
Program. However, these relationships all appeared to be extremely 
weak (see Tables 29 and 30).
Finally, a one-way analysis of variance was applied to data 
collected on age, highest degree achieved, the Career Ladder status of 
the respondents, and the type and classification of school in which the 
respondents worked. This was carried out in an effort to determine 
whether statistically significant differences in perception existed 
among the randomly selected educators responding to the study. With 
the level of significance set at the .01 level, and 3 (between groups)
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Table 27.
T Test Results Showing the Relationship between Sex of Educators and Their 
Perceptions regarding the Tennessee Career Ladder Program
A - group 1 which consisted of the 247 female educators in the study 
fi - group 2 which consisted of the 126 male educators in the study
Questionnaire 2-tail
Item Mean T Value D.F Prob
1
A 3.4372 2.37 232 .019
B 3.0873
A 3.2915 1.31 251 .191
B 3.1111
A 2.6761 -.62 233 .535
B 2.7619
A 3.3927 2.81 234 .005
B 3.0238
A 2.3522 -.64 240 .531
B 2.4206
A 3,1862 3.43 251 .001
B 2.7460
A 2.7409 2.45 257 .015
B 2,3889
A 3,2348 2.26 242 .024
B 2.9286
A 3.3603 2.01 229 .046
B 3.1032
10
A 2.9636 2.33 244 .020
B 2.6746
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11
A
B
2.4575
2.4127
.33 245 .741
12
A
B
3.4130
3.2619
1.19 243 .235
13
A
B
3.6599
3.5556
.91 250 .366
14
A
B
2.8502
2.6746
1.64 256 .102
15
A
B
3.5101
3.4127
.80 241 .426
16
A
B
2.4332
2.4841
.39 234 ,694
17
A
B
3.B462
3.7698
.72 242 .472
18
A
B
4,0648
3.9444
.98 235 .327
19
A
B
3.5425
3.2302
2.24 243 .026
20
A
B
2.5951
2.7619
-1.19 241 .234
21
A
B
2.2794
2.4365
-1.18 252 .239
22
A
B
3.5789
3.4365
1,04 245 .299
23
A
B
1.9798
2.0000
.16 245 .871
99
24
A
B
2.9433
3.0873
-.98 239 .328
25
A
B
3.1700
2.9762
1.37 247 .171
26
A
B
3.3745
3.8175
.49 247 .621
27
A
B
2.0162
2.1508
.98 245 .326
28
A
B
3.9312
3.7698
1.38 252 ,168
29
A
B
4.4777
4.2857
1.74 215 .083
30
A
B
1.70B5
1.8095
-.98 278 .326
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Table 28.
T Test Results Showing the Relationship between Educators* Professional
Associations and Their Perceptions Regarding the Tennessee Career Ladder
Program
MA - mean for the group who did not belong to the professional organizations 
MB - mean for the group who belonged to the professional organizations 
a - NEA 
b - TEA
c - LEA (local education association)
d - HASP (associations for school principals at the national level)
e - TASP (associations for school principals at the TN state level)
f - ASCD 
g - PDK
Questionnaire 2-tail
MA MB T Value D.F Prob
a 3.2960 3.3306 -.24 247 .812
b 3.3097 3.3231 -.09 211 .929
c 3.3628 3.2517 .80 317 .425
d 3.3919 2.3462 4.50 30 .000
e 3.3518 2.3333 2.54 12 .027
f 3.3966 2.2400 4.90 29 .000
E 3.3438 2.9583 1.40 26 .172
a 3.2240 3.2339 -.07 237 .944
b 3.3097 3.1962 .79 205 .432
c 3.2478 3.2041 .32 299 .746
d 3.2767 2.6154 2.85 30 .008
e 3.2438 2.8333 1.25 12 .235
f 3.2701 2.6800 2.34 28 .027
6 3.2550 2.8750 1.36 26 .186
a 2.6880 2.7137 -.19 256 .847
b 2.6814 2.7254 -.24 208 .808
c 2.6814 2.7415 -.46 306 .646
d 2.7464 2.1538 2.66 30 .012
e 2.7119 2.5000 .55 12 .592
f 2.7529 2.0400 3.02 28 .005
g 2.7536 2.0000 3.59 28 .001
a 3.2320 3.2863 -.42 243 .677
b 3.2478 3.2769 -.22 200 .831
c 3.2743 3.2585 .13 303 .900
d 3.3170 2.6154 3.34 30 .002
e 3.2936 2.5000 2.48 12 .029
f 3.3046 2.7600 2.32 28 .028
g 3.3066 2.7083 2.70 27 .012
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a 2.4960 2.3145 1.70 250
b 2.5487 2.3000 2.15 188
c 2.2920 2.5034 -1.99 280
d 2.4179 1.8077 4.95 38
e 2.3934 1.8333 3.21 13
f 2.4052 1.9600 2.20 28
g 2.3926 2.1250 1.05 25
.091
,033
.048
.000
.007
.036
.305
a 3.1600 2.9758 1.39
b 3.1504 2.9885 1.19
c 2.9912 3.1088 -.93
d 3.0720 2.5769 2.34
e 3.0360 3.0833 -.15
f 3.0661 2.6400 1.69
S 3.0458 2.9167 .52
a 2.6880 2.5887 .68
b 2.6372 2.6154 .15
c 2.6018 2.6531 -.36
d 2.6398 2.3846 .89
e 2.6399 2.0833 1.38
f 2.6379 2.4000 .83
g 2.6132 2.7500 -.40
a 3.1760 3.1089 .50
b 3.2124 3.0962 .84
c 3.0841 3.2041 -.92
d 3.1585 2.7692 1.77
e 3.1413 2.8333 .88
f 3.1638 2.6800 2.03
g 3.1433 2.9583 .80
237
204
304
30
12
27
26
252
216
309
28
12
27
25
246
213
312
30
12
28
27
.165
.236
.353
.026
.885
.103
.607
.495
.884
.717
.381
.194
.412
.689
,620
.401
.356
.087
.397
.052
.430
10
a 3.3280 3.2460 .66
b 3.3186 3.2538 .51
c 3.2699 3.2789 -.07
d 3.3141 2.7308 2.57
e 3.2798 3.0833 .47
f 3.3103 2.7600 2.43
g 3.3037 2.8333 1.86
a 2.8640 2.8669 -.02
b 2.8672 2.8654 .01
c 2.8406 2.8912 -.34
d 2.8818 2.6538 ,99
e 2.8920 2.0833 2.75
f 2.8707 2.8000 .31
g 2.8797 2,6667 .96
247
215
308
2
11
28
26
239
200
290
29
12
28
27
.512 
,612 
.941 
. 07B 
.649 
.022 
.074
.981
.989
.733
.329
.018
.763
.347
102
11 .
a 2.4560 2.4366
b 2.4425 2.4423
c 2.4336 2.4558
d 2.4265 2.6538
e 2.4349 2.6667
£ 2.4224 2.7200
g 2.4155 2.8333
12
a 3.3280 3.3790
b 3.3186 3.3808
c 3.4204 3.2721
d 3.4006 2.8462
e 3.3767 2.9167
f 3.3851 3.0400
g 3.3983 2.8333
13
a 3.4720 3.7015
b 3.4602 3.6962
c 3.6858 3,5306
d 3.6282 3.5769
e 3.6316 3.4167
f 3.6149 3.7600
g 3.6046 3.9167
14
a 2.8240 2.7742
b 2.8407 2.7692
c 2.7876 2.7959
d 2.8040 2.6154
e 2.8089 2.2500
f 2.7960 2.7200
g 2.8138 2.4583
15
a 3.4080 3.5121
b 3.3894 3.5154
c 3.5442 3.3741
d 3.5101 3.0385
e 3.4848 3.2500
f 3.5172 2.9200
g 3.5014 3.1250
16
a 2.4160 2.4677
b 2.3628 2.4885
c 2.4735 2.4150
d 2.4207 2.8462
e 2.4349 2.9167
f 2.4195 2.8800
E 2.4327 2.7083
.16 261 .877
.00 220 .999
-.17 306 .865
-.87 28 .393
-.58 12 .574
-1.16 28 .257
-1.60 26 .122
-.41 254 .682
-.49 217 .627
1.23 319 .218
2.59 30 .015
1.72 12 .110
1.51 29 .142
2.45 27 .021
-2.03 257 .044
-1.97 205 .050
1.42 325 .158
.29 31 .774
.81 12 .434
-.75 29 .460
-1.75 28 ,091
.45 237 .652
.61 191 .541
-.08 297 .938
1.08 30 .291
2.99 13 .010
.36 27 .722
1.72 26 .097
-.88 259 .380
-1.03 219 .303
1.45 300 .148
2.15 29 .040
.70 12 .495
2.68 28 .012
1.55 26 .133
-.41 271 .681
-1.00 226 .319
.49 328 .625
-1.72 28 .097
-1.20 12 .255
-2.03 28 .052
-1.09 26 .284
17
103
a 3.6880 3.8871 -1.89 241 .060
b 3.7611 3.8462 -.78 204 .437
c 3.8584 3.7619 .95 309 .341
d 3.8501 3.4231 1.99 28 .057
e 3.8283 3.5833 .72 11 .485
f 3.8276 3.7200 ,53 27 .599
g 3.8166 3.8750 -.28 26 .785
18
a 3.9520 4.0605 -.88 230 .380
b 4.0619 4.0077 .43 206 .664
c 4.0221 4.0272 -.04 312 .965
d 4.0403 3.8077 1.12 29 .274
e 4.0277 3.9167 .42 12 .684
f 4.0144 4.1600 -.81 30 .425
g 4.0430 3.7500 1.29 26 .208
19
a 3.3760 3.4677 -.67 262 .501
b 3.3894 3.4577 -.48 216 .630
c 3.4558 3.4082 .36 317 .722
d 3.5072 2.5000 3.99 29 .000
e 3.4626 2.6667 2.20 12 .048
f 3.4770 2.8800 2.27 27 .031
g 3.4699 2.9583 1.68 25 .106
20
a 2.6880 2.6331 .40 247 .692
b 2.6195 2.6654 -.32 212 .747
c 2.6239 2.6939 -.52 306 .602
d 2.5994 3.3462 -3.32 30 • .002
e 2.6288 3.3333 -2.22 12 .046
f 2.5920 3.4800 -3.91 29 .001
g 2.6390 2.8333 -.66 26 .515
21
a 2.2560 2.3710 -.87 258 .384
b 2.3274 2.3346 -.05 195 .960
c 2.3009 2.3810 -.62 309 .537
d 2.3084 2.6538 -1.50 30 .145
e 2.3130 2.9167 -1.66 12 .123
f 2.3100 2.5200 -.77 27 .447
g 2.3266 2.4167 -.32 26 .753
22
a 3.5040 3.5444 -.30 248 ,767
b 3.5752 3.5115 .46 216 .646
c 3.5398 3.5170 .17 318 .861
d 2.5591 3.1538 1.88 31 .070
e 3.5485 3.0000 1.55 12 .148
f 3.5546 3.2000 1.57 29 .128
g 3,5358 3.4583 .31 27 .759
104
23 .
a 1.9440 2.0081 -.53 268 .595
b 1.8673 2.0385 -1.40 234 .162
c 2.0044 1.9592 .39 324 .702
d 1.9798 2.0769 -.45 30 .656
e 1.9861 2.0000 -.05 12 .965
f 1.9885 1.9600 .16 31 .875
g 1.9570 2.4167 -1.76 26 .091
24
a 2.9520 3.0121 -.41 242 .681
b 2.9292 3.0192 -.59 200 .555
c 3.0265 2.9388 .62 301 .534
d 2.9308 3.8077 -4.44 33 .000
e 2.9806 3.3333 -.84 12 .418
f 2.9224 3.9600 -5.69 33 .000
g 2.9456 3.6667 -2.82 27 .009
25
a 3.1440 3.0847 .42 250 .674
b 3.2566 3.0385 1.52 216 .130
c 3.0310 3.2177 -1.40 329 .163
d 3.1239 2.8462 1.14 30 .263
e 3.1219 2.5833 1.57 12 .142
£ 3,1178 2.9200 .82 29 .418
g 3.1089 3.0417 .24 26 .808
26
a 3.8320 3.8669 -.30 237 .765
b 3.8319 3.8654 -.27 196 .785
c 3.8496 3.8639 -.13 299 .898
d 3.8905 3.3846 2.62 30 .014
e 3.8643 3.5833 .96 12 ,357
f 3.8563 3.8400 .09 29 .932
g 3.8655 3.7083 .74 27 .464
27
a 2.0160 2.0847 -.52 274 .601
b 1.9646 2.1038 -1.05 239 .296
c 2.0796 2.0340 .36 344 .720
d 2.0403 2.3462 -1.29 29 .209
e 2.0582 2.1667 -.36 12 .728
f 2.0546 2.1600 -.41 28 .686
g 2.0344 2.4583 -1.38 25 .181
28
a 3.8560 3.9971 -.27 254 .790
b 3.9558 3.8423 .95 219 .342
c 3.8363 3.9388 -.92 328 .359
d 3.8876 3.7308 .69 29 .494
e 3.8809 3.7500 .37 12 .719
f 3.8851 3.7600 .54 27 .595
g 3.8768 3.8750 .01 26 .994
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29 .
a 4.3600 4,4395
b 4.3717 4.4308
c 4.4602 4.3401
d 4.4179 4.3462
e 4.4266 4.0000
f 4.3994 4.6000
g 4.4011 4.5833
30
a 1.7280 1.7500
b 1.6903 1.7654
c 1.7743 1,6939
d 1.7406 1.7692
e 1.7424 1.7500
f 1.7414 1.7600
g 1.7307 1.9167
-.75 239 .453
-•53 195 .597
1.16 283 .247
•33 28 ,747
1.15 11 .276
-1.33 31 .193
-1.40 33 .170
-.21 261 .834
-.69 215 .492
.80 332 .427
-.14 29 .888
-.02 11 .983
-.10 28 .924
-.78 25 .442
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Table 29.
Correlations between Teachers tihe Taught In and/or outside Tennessee and Their 
Perceptions Regarding the Tennessee Career Ladder Program
TIN - taught in Tennessee; TOUT - Taught outside Tennessee
Item TIN TOUT Item TIN TOUT
1 -.0668 .0967 16 .0414 -.0679
p- .240 p- .089 p- .467 p- .233
2 -.0376 .0771 17 .0615 .0536
p- .509 p- .175 p- .280 p- .346
3 -.0557 .0966 18 . .0014 .1144
p- .328 p- .089 p- .980 p- .044
4 -.0657 .0970 19 -.0211 .0910
p- .248 p- .088 p- .710 p- .109
5 -.0525 .1006 20 -.0248 -.0272
p- .356 p- .077 p«* .663 p- .633
6 -.0567 .0635 21 -.0337 -.0838
p- .319 p- .264 p- .554 p- ,140
7 -.0245 .0951 22 .0402 .0222
p- .667 p- .095 p- .480 p- .697
8 -.0671 .0966 23 -.0003 -.0488
p- .238 p- .089 p- .996 p- .391
9 -.0079 -.0196 24 .0400 -.0237
p™ .890 p- .730 p- .482 p- .677
10 .0974 -.0221 25 -.0029 .0863
p- .086 p- .698 p- .959 p- .129
11 .0069 -.0747 26 -.0269 .0783
p- .904 p- .189 p- .636 p- .169
12 -.0162 .1107 27 .0334 -.1073
P- .777 p- .051 p- .558 p- .059
13 .1235 .0380 28 .0268 .1053
P- .029 p- .0505 p- .638 p- .064
14 -.0160 -.0034 29 .1205 -.0339
P- .779 p- .952 p- .034 p- .551
15 -.0017 .0431 30 -.0481 -.0791
P- ,976 p- .448 p- .397 p- .164
(Coefficients and two*tailed significance)
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Table 30.
Correlations between Administrators Who Had Administrative Experience In and/or 
outside Tennessee and Their Perceptions Regarding the Tennessee Career Ladder 
Program
ADI - having had administrative experience in Tennessee 
ADO - having had administrative experience outside Tennessee
Item ADI ADO Item ADI ADO
1 -.0246 .1440 16 .1888 -.1926
P- .850 p- .264 p- .142 p- .134
2 -.0170 .2513 17 .-.0016 .0694
p- .896 p- .049' p- .990 p- .592
3 -.0717 .1952 18 -.0518 .1485
p- .580 p- .128 p- .689 p- .249
4 -.1323 .1498 19 -.0586 .2234
p- .305 p- .245 p- .551 p- .081
5 -.1966 -.0167 20 -.0014 -.0258
p- .126 p- .897 p- .991 p- .842
6 -.1497 -.0716 21 .2052 -.0886
p- .245 p- .580 p- .110 p- .596
7 -.1097 .2356 22 -.1442 .0844
p- .396 p- .065 p- .264 p- .514
8 .0711 .1345 23 .1714 -.1371
p- .583 p- .297 p- .183 p- .288
9 -.3306 .1345 24 .2120 -.0529
p- .009 p- .297 p- .098 p- .683
10 -.2171 .1756 25 -.1734 .1164
p- .090 p- .172 p- .178 p- .368
11 .0862 -.0738 26 -.2403 .1776
p- .505 p- .568 p- .060 p- .167
12 ,0235 .1220 27 .2065 -.1303
p- .856 p- ,345 p- .107 p- .313
13 -.2088 .2030 28 -.0595 .1422
p- ,103 p- .114 p- .592 p- .270
14 -.2186 .3560 29 -.1411 .0850
p- .088 p- .005 p- .274 p- .511
15 -.0002 .1061 30 .0573 -.0955
p- .999 p- .412 P" .658 p- .460
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and 369 (within groups) degrees of freedom, an F value greater than 
3.88 was an Indication that significant differences in perception 
regarding the Career Ladder Program existed between two or more of the 
four groups of educators when categorized by Career Ladder status. 
Calculated values were greater than the critical value (3.88) in 27 of 
the 30 statements on the questionnaire (see Table 31). There were no 
significant mean differences on items 7, 13, and 29, which shows 
educators' agreement on the following issues:
(1). Teaching skills needed and used by outstanding teachers do not 
differ from skills needed by less able teachers (item 7).
(2). Under the current evaluation system, differences in learners, 
schools, and school systems are not considered when assessing 
the effectiveness of teaching behavior (item 13).
(3). Teachers who are eligible but not participating in the Career 
Ladder Program are not inferior1to the Career Ladder teachers in 
instructional abilities and quality performance (item 29).
Since significant mean differences did exist among the non-ladder 
educators, Levels I, II, and III educators on all but 3 questionnaire 
items, the Scheffe test was applied to determine where statistically 
significant differences occurred. These data are presented in Table 
32.
A one-way analysis of variance was applied to data on the 
respondents* highest degree completed to determine if educators 
perceived the Career Ladder Program differently because of the highest 
degrees they had obtained, A confidence level was set at the .01 
level. The degrees of freedom were 3 (between groups) and 369 (within 
groups). The critical value was 3.88. All the calculated F values 
except four (observed F values for questionnaire items 1, 3, 4, and 24)
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Table 31.
Analysis of Variance Summaries from the Spring 1989 Tennessee Career Ladder 
Study of Career Levels I, II, and III Educators and Non-Ladder Educators
Degrees of Freedom (between groups) — 3 
Degrees of Freedom (within groups) - 369 
Critical F Value - 3.88
MS(b) - mean squares (between groups); MS(w) - mean squares (within groups)
Item Cochrans C MS(b) MS(w) Calculated F
1 .3598 54.7331 1.3085 41.8290
2 .3103 35.4487 1.3058 27.1480
3 .2889 37.4797 1.2063 31.0702
4 .2882 23.1828 1.2077 19.1558
5 .3009 12.4130 .8624 14.3941
6 .3002 13.3944 1.3097 10,2268
7 .2679 2.7060 1.7604 1.5372*
8 .3017 23.9374 1.3191 18.1467
9 .3233 20.1855 1.1370 17.7534
10 .2853 8.6972 1.2066 7.2042
11 .3113 5.0932 1.4654 4.4756
12 .3235 23.8815 1.1233 21.2603
13 .3477 4.0154 1.0770 3,7288*
14 .3045 12.0065 .8826 13.6040
15 .3108 14.0742 1.0971 12.8284
16 .2733 14.9488 1.2019 12.4381
17 .2936 6.8520 .5875 7.9909
18 .3853 17.2653 1.0596 16.2954
19 .3194 26.4601 1,3940 IB.9813
20 .3089 13.5800 1.4850 9.1450
21 .3475 16.2143 1.3608 11.9153
22 .3281 35,3599 1.2542 28.1922
23 .4045 23.9223 1.0872 22.0042
24 .3297 53.4871 1.3076 40.9039
25 .3037 32.9549 1.3931 23.6556
26 .3437 13.7703 .9888 13.9262
27 .4455 28.5350 1.3170 21.6665
28 .3387 18.8549 .9966 18.9184
29 .3106 1.6561 .8982 1.8437*
30 .4141 10,1396 .8696 11.6604
(*) denotes that significant difference does not exist at the .01 level.
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Table 32.
Results from the Scheffe Procedure from the Spring 1989 Tennessee Career Ladder 
Study of Levels I. II, and III Educators and Non-ladder Educators
Non-ladder educators - group 0 
Level Z educators - group 1 
Level II educators - group 2 
Level III educators - group 3
Item 1.
Mean 
2.5182 
3.3380 
3,8993 
A.3846
Group
3
2
1
0
*
*
*
*
*
Item 2.
Mean
2.5693
3.4648
3.5755
4.2308
Group
3
2
1
0
*
*
*
Item 3.
Mean
2.0876
2.8028
3.0144
4.0385
Group
3
2
1
0
*
*
*
Item 4.
Mean
2.7372
3.4085
3,5683
4.0769
Group
3
2
1
0
*
*
*
Item 5
Mean
2.2117
2.3094
2.4085
3.5000
Group
3
1
2
0
Item 6
Mean
2.6277
3.1690
3.2662
3.6154
Group
3
2
1
0
*
*
*
Item 7
No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level
Item 8
Item 9.
Item 10.
Item 11.
Item 12.
Item 13. 
Item 14.
Mean Group 3 2 1 0
2.5839 3
3.2817 2 *
3.4532 1 ★
3.8846 0 *
Mean Group 3 2 1 0
2.7956 3
3.4085 2 '*
3.5108 1 *
4.1538 0 * * *
Mean Group 3 2 1 0
2.6131 3
2.8873 2
2.9568 1
3.6538 0 * * *
Mean Group 0 1 2 3
1.9231 0
2.3237 1
2.4507 2 •
2.6569 3 *
Mean Group 3 2 1 0
2.7956 3
3.6338 2 *
3,6691 1 *
3.9615 0 *
No two groups are significantly different at
Mean Group 3 2 1 0
2.4161 3
2.8451 2 *
3.0216 1 *
3.3846 0 *
Item 15.
Mean Group
3.0365 3
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.3.7183 2 *
3.7266 1 *
3.8077 0 *
Item 16.
Mean Group
1.8846 0
2.1799 1
2.3521 2
2.8832 3
Item 17.
Item 18.
Item 19.
Item 20.
Item 21.
Item 22.
Mean Group 3 1 2 .0
3.5182 3
3.9640 1 *
4.0000 2 *
4.1538 0 *
Mean Group 3
3.5839 3
4.0563 2 *
4.3022 1 *
4.7692 0 *
Mean Group 3
2.8759 3
3.4930 2 *
3.8129 1 *
4.2308 0 *
Mean Group
1.8846 0
2.4892 1
2.5070 2
3.0365 3
Mean Group 0
1.4615 0
2.1268 2
2.1942 1 *
2.7445 3 *
Mean Group 3
2.8613 3
3.7887 2 *
3.8849 1 *
4.4615 0 *
Item 23.
, Mean 
1.1923 
1.6619 
1.8732 
2.5255
Group
0
1
2
3
A
*
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Item 24,
Mean
1.6154
2.5252
2.9296
3.7591
Group
0
1
2
3
*
*
*
Item 25.
Mean
2.4818
3.1127
3.5683
3.8846
Group
3
2
1
0
*
*
*
Item 26.
Mean
3.4526
3.9014
4,1151
4.4615
Group
3
2
1
0
*
★
*
Item 27.
Mean
1.2308
1.7482
1.8169
2.6642
Group
0
1
2
3
Item 28.
Mean
3.3796
4.0141
4.2014
4.3846
Group
3
2
1
0
*
*
*
Item 29.
No two groups are significantly different at the .05 level.
Item 30.
Mean
1.2308
1.5324
1,6620
2.0949
Group
0
1
2
3
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were less than the critical value (3.88), which indicated that there 
were no significant differences among the participants in their 
perception toward most aspects of the Career Ladder Program when 
highest degrees completed were taken into consideration. The Scheffe 
procedure was applied to the four items to determine where the 
differences among the four groups were. These data are summarized in 
Table 33.
A one-way analysis of variance was further applied to data 
collected on the ages of the participants, type of school, and 
classification of school in which they worked. With a .01 level of 
confidence, and 5 (between groups) and 367 (within groups) degrees of 
freedom, an F value greater than 3.11 would be an indication that 
significant differences in perception existed between two or more of 
the six groups categorized by age. Yet all the calculated values were 
far less than the critical value (3.11), which showed agreements among 
the six age groups in their perception towards the Career Ladder 
Teacher Evaluation System (see Table 34). With a .01 confidence level, 
and degrees of freedom of 3 (between groups) and 369 (within groups), 
an F value greater than 3.88 was an indication that statistically 
significant differences existed between two or more of the four groups 
of educators who were grouped by the type of school they served. 
However, all the calculated F values were less than the critical value 
(3.88), which indicated that there were no significant differences in 
perception toward the Career Ladder Program between any two of the four 
groups (see Table 35). With a 2 (between groups) and 370 (within 
groups) degrees of freedom, and a confidence level set at .01, the 
critical value was 4.71 (see Table 36). Calculated F values were all 
less than the critical value (4.71) when participants of this study
Table 33.
Relationship between Highest Degree Completed by Educators and Their 
Perceptions Regarding the Tennessee Career Ladder Program
Degrees of Freedom: Between Groups - 3; Within Groups -369 
Critical Value (the F value) - 3.88
Item Calculated F Value Item Calculated F Value
1 4.6951* 16 3.0740
2 2.1387 17 .1.9207
3 5.3454* 18 .9028
4 4.2604* 19 2.2783
5 .7046 20 3.4517
6 .3899 21 1.3291
7 .5835 22 1.0593
8 1.4509 23 1.1680
9 1,4295 24 5.0153*
10 .3205 25 1.2112
11 2.4462 26 .6584
12 2.0033 27 1.5003
13 .0408 28 3.5713
14 .4470 29 .5755
15 2.6593 30 1.8838
(*) denotes significant difference at the .01 level.
Item 1. Item 3.
Mean Groupi 4 3 2 1 Mean Group 4 2 3 1
2.7222 4 1.9444 4
3.1579 3 2.6278 2
3.2287 2 2.6579 3
3.7128 1 * * 3.0532 1 * *
Item 4. Item 24.
Mean Groupi 4 2 3 1 Mean Group 1 3 2 4
2.7222 4 2.6277 1
3.1794 2 2.8947 3
3.2368 3 3.1031 2 *
3.5957 1 * * 3.7222 4 *
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Table 34.
Relationship between the Age of Educators and Their Perceptions Regarding the 
Tennessee Career Ladder Program
Degrees of Freedom: between groups - 5; within groups - 367 
Critical Value (the F value) - 3.11
MS(b) - mean squares (between groups); MS(w) - mean squares (within groups)
Item Cochrans C MS(b) MS(w) Calculated F Ratio
1 .2198 1.4065 1.7439 ,8065*
2 .1980 .9189 1.5901 .5779*
3 .2115 2.3165 1.4877 1.5571*
4 .1949 1.5536 1.3826 1.1237*
5 .2750 1.1248 .9532 1.1800*
6 .2024 1.1445 1.4108 .8113*
7 .2110 .5615 1.7844 .3147*
8 .2142 .6902 1.5126 .4563*
9 .1991 1.0977 1.2932 .8488*
10 .1922 .1657 1.2819 .1293*
11 .1933 1.8714 1.4895 1.2564*
12 .1846 1.3574 1.3061 1.0392*
13 .2153 .5524 1.1082 .4985*
14 .2217 .9267 .9729 .9525*
15 .1907 1.4270 1.1987 1.1905*
16 .2258 1.1576 1.3148 .8804*
17 .2023 .3741 .9131 .4097*
18 .2069 .2297 1.2034 .1909*
19 .2079 1.0489 1.6036 .6541*
20 .1827 1.7483 1.5802 1.1063*
21 .1960 1.9929 1.4736 1.3524*
22 .2042 .4083 1.5446 .2644*
23 .2013 .1196 1.2870 .0929*
24 .2043 1.1219 1.7367 .6460*
25 .2146 2.2590 1,6393 1.3780*
26 ,2676 .7029 1.0972 .6406*
27 .2257 1.0341 1.5434 .6700*
28 .2222 .8580 1.1445 .7496*
29 .2470 1.0985 .9017 1.2182*
30 .2214 .2628 .9536 .2756*
(*) denotes that significant difference does not exist at the .01 level.
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Table 35.
Relationship between the Type o£ School in Which Educators Worked and Their 
Perceptions Regarding the Tennessee Career Ladder Program
Degrees of Freedom: between groups - 3; within groups ■» 369 
Critical Value (the F value) - 3.88
MS(b) - mean squares (between groups); HS(w) - mean squares (within groups)
Item Cochrans C MS(b)
1 .2614 3.6899
2 .2769 .8919
3 .2579 1.9563
4 .2819 .7306
5 .3048 .6735
6 .2766 1.1951
7 .2703 .2527
8 .3124 3.7719
9 .2897 1.2501
10 .2990 2.1891
11 .2822 2.0483
12 .2979 .7687
13 .2672 .6075
14 .2957 .2879
15 .2838 .1094
16 .3456 .5088
17 .2976 1.8617
18 .3164 .3306
19 .2854 2.7463
20 .2871 .9653
21 .2807 2.3254
22 .2711 2.1865
23 .3259 .6781
24 .2852 2.9542
25 .2595 4.7713
26 .2657 .2884
27 .2644 .1448
28 .3104 .5346
29 .3349 2.1158
30 .2687 1.7800
(*) denotes that significant difference
MS(w) Calculated F Ratio
1.7235 2.1410*
1.5867 .5621*
1,4951 1.3085*
1.3902 .5256*
.9578 .7032*
1.4089 .8483*
1.7803 .1419*
1.4831 2.5433*
1.2909 .9683*
1.2594 1.7381*
1.4902 1.3745*
1.3112 .5863*
1.1047 .5500*
.9778 .2945*
1.2106 .0903*
1.3193 .3857*
.8980 2.0731*
1.1973 .2762*
1.5868 1.7307*
1,5875 .6080*
1.4737 1.5779*
1.5239 1.4347*
1.2761 .5313*
1.7185 1.7191*
1.4222 2.9412*
1.0984 .2626*
1.5478 .0935*
1.1456 .4666*
.8945 2.3654*
.9375 1.8986*
does not exist at the .01 level.
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Tabic 36.
Relationship between the Classification of School in Which Educators Worked and 
Their Perceptions Regarding the Tennessee Career Ladder Program
Degrees of Freedom: between groups - 2; within groups - 370 
Critical Value (the F value) - 4.71
MS(b) - mean squares (between groups); MS(w) - mean squares (within groups)
Item Cochrans C MS(b)
1 .3782 2.9719
2 .3593 .8330
3 .4392 1.3650
4 .3655 2.2081
5 .3958 1.0822
6 .4259 1.3224
7 .3505 .3813
8 .3591 2.2937
9 .3572 .1513
10 .3626 1.2572
11 .4205 1.4791
12 .3918 .8771
13 .3609 .0010
14 .3595 2.4294
15 .3688 1.9982
16 .4692 .0453
17 .3739 1.6144
18 .3707 2.6344
19 .3772 2.9177
20 .4519 1.7454
21 .4786 3.5295
22 .3682 1.5341
23 .3902 .4579
24 .4387 .6171
25 .4934 1.4562
26 .3666 1.5246
27 .4920 3.3931
28 .3730 .1538
29 .5013 2.6722
30 .4075 2.5081
MS(w) Calculated F Ratio
1.7327 1.7152*
1.5851 .5255*
1.4995 .9103*
1.3805 1.5995*
.9548 1.1333*
1.4076 .3995*
1.7755 .2148*
1.4972 1.5320*
1.2968 .1167*
1.2670 .9922*
1.4947 .9895*
1.3091 .6700*
1.1066 .0009*
.9644 2.5190*
1.1975 1.6687*
1.3196 .0344*
.9020 1,7899*
1.1825 2.2279*
1.5890 1,8362*
1.5816 1.1036*
1.4696 2.4018*
1.5293 1.0032*
1.2757 .3590*
1.7344 .3558*
1.6487 .8833*
1.0895 1,3993*
1.5265 2.2229*
1.1460 .1342*
.8948 2.9864*
.9359 2,6800*
(*) denotes that significant difference does not exist at the .01 level.
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were classified into three groups (city, special school district, and 
county) according to the classification of school in which they 
worked. This was an indication that statistically significant 
differences did not exist between any of the three groups of educators 
who responded to this study.
Continents from Respondents 
Although comments were not asked on the survey instrument, twenty- 
one (S.6%) out of the 373 participants of this study did offer comments 
about the various ospects related to the Tennessee Career Ladder 
Program. Coming from only a small number of people, these comments 
should not be viewed as generalizations from the respondents of the 
study although research finding may support some of these comments.
Comments from the participants of this study were generally found 
to pertain to four major aspects of the Career Ladder Program: (1) the
Career Ladder Program in general, (2) the relationship between the 
program and its effect on the quality education of the students, (3) 
the political dimension of the program, and (4) the financial dimension 
of the program.
The Career Ladder Program in General
The Career Ladder Program for Teachers was perceived rather 
negatively for various reasons. A Level 1 teacher believed that "the 
Career Ladder Is a good idea in theory." But the evaluation process 
was unfair, for evaluators were not permitted to give teachers 
feedback, nor did teachers know anything about evaluators* 
backgrounds. Due to this lack of communication between local classroom 
teachers and the program evaluators from outside, "good, caring, and
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concerned teachers" had been passed over for Levels II and III, while 
"cold, unsympathetic teachers" earned them. It appeared to be so 
because these cold and unsympathetic teachers could "put on a good 'dog 
and pony' show and play the game,"
A non-ladder educator did not perceive the Career Ladder Program 
as a "merit pay" program. Instead, it was a program that allowed 
teachers to work more hours and receive pay for these extra hours 
worked. A Level I teacher wrote that the program was never designed to 
"motivate" teachers to become better professionals. It was designed to 
"reward excellence" in teaching performance. Although it was generally 
held that the best teachers should be rewarded, it would be really hard 
to select truly and honestly the best. A Level II teacher felt 
strongly that the "reward" offered by the Career Ladder Program was 
punitive in nature. She reported that she was being punished for 
attaining the Career Ladder: "I have to teach remedial summer school
reading and math to get my bonus which makes it not a bonus at all."
A teacher who was on Career Level III reported that she went 
through evaluation during the first year when the Career Ladder Program 
was just introduced to local schools. She maintained that "the first 
year was the only valid year for the Career Ladder." Teachers copied 
from previous teachers during the following years. She further wrote 
that:
I worked extremely hard on my evaluations and notebook (which 
contained only the truth). I know of others who just copied 
good ideas from previous teachers who made the ladder. I also 
know of teachers who made the upper levels because they put on 
a 'good show.* When evaluators are not present, they 'goof off 
talk on phone, stay out of room half of the time cracking jokes 
with other personnel!I!1 I made it the 'first year' and I am very 
proud of it.
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The. Career Ladder Program failed to recognize teachers as caring 
individuals who might need on a day af evaluation to give some student 
a minute of their time, a kind word, or a word of encouragement, 
another teacher argued. But all this was not in the evaluator's plan, 
The result of this was that "the teacher suffers, the student (our 
entire reason for being teachers) suffers if a teachers ignores a need 
just to please the evaluator."
A Level ZI teacher reported that the Career Ladder structure 
indeed encouraged and fostered better teaching. But it did not 
consistently measure better teaching. Although evaluators did an 
excellent Job of measuring the narrowly defined bonds on the spectrum 
of teacher behavior, yet there was not enough flexibility to reward 
innovative but effective approaches to teaching. This educator felt 
that the system had "some credibility, but not much," and that to her 
knowledge, many Level 1 teachers or non-participating teachers were far
better in instructional performance than herself as a Level 11
teacher, On the other hand, several Level III teachers that she knew 
of did not even spend a majority of their teaching time in the 
classroom.
Failure to obtain a higher level on the Career Ladder by missing 
only a few points could be very upsetting. An educator who had 
approximately 20 years of teaching experience applied for Level III 
status, He was regarded by all his peers and the school administration 
as a competent individual, he wrote. Everyone was shocked when he 
scored 585, only a few points away from obtaining Level III status. On
appeal, Level II status was granted to him. But because of his
experience, several teachers in that school were so discouraged that 
they did not even apply. "I was completely humiliated by the whole
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thing," he wrote, "It Is a farce and I really have nothing good to say 
about it."
The Program and Its Effect on the Quality Education of the Students 
Comments from two Level I teachers dealt particularly with the 
issue of how the Career Ladder Program had impacted upon the quality 
education of the students. One of them forcefully and rightfully 
asserted that the entire reason for her being a teacher was to 
facilitate her students' learning and growing by caring, encouraging, 
as well as teaching them. This teacher did not applied for Level II 
'status because she felt the program was full of holes. "My students are 
my top priority, not pleasing, or should I say performing for an 
evaluator."
The other teacher reported that in her area, many teachers had 
asked themselves how students had benefited from the Career Ladder 
Program. To her, the program had no benefit for students and little 
for teachers. This teacher hod decided not to go for Level III 
evaluation in spite of the many encouragements she received:
I am caught between making a lower salary on Level I or choosing 
to move higher in a program I have no faith or pride in. When the 
measure of worth is 'how does this benefit students,' then the 
Career Ladder Program is a failure.
The Political Dimension of the Program
Those who wrote comments felt strongly that the Career Ladder 
Program in Tennessee was generally a political game. One teacher 
believed that the program did not reward outstanding teachers.
Instead, it rewarded those who were mediocre in instructional abilities 
and who could "play the game well." There was definitely too much
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politics, and too little merit involved in the current Career Ladder 
Program.
A few more teachers argued that the advancement through the Career 
Ladder Program really depended on "being able to play the game." 
Although it was able to identify and reward outstanding teaching 
performance, the program also rewarded those "who could play the game 
really well." Because of the political nature of the program, many 
educators who participated in the program were not satisfied, What was 
worse, wrote these teachers, many of the best teachers were not even 
involved in the Career Ladder Program.
A Level III teacher reported that instead of seeing the best 
people being attracted into the teaching profession and being retained 
in it, she knew several teachers who had quit teaching due to the 
program. Another Level 111 teacher who was getting near retirement 
reflected that one reason she was leaving teaching was that she would 
never go through the hassle of Career Ladder evaluation again. The 
only reason for her entering the program, she said, was to improve her 
retirement.
The Financial Dimension of the Program
Three teachers commented on the financial aspect of the program. 
One Level III teacher maintained that "the only incentive" for teachers 
to participate in the program was not the Career Ladder status, but the 
monetary bonuses. A level II teacher, having had all negative 
experiences with the Career Ladder, concluded that the program was a 
"very poor" one and the "money is the only motivator here.” One thing 
that she was concerned with was that some Level III teachers and all 
persons working on the non-teaching side of the Career Ladder Program
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"would blow the positive side of this study out of proportion just to 
keep the job."
Teachers who participated in the Career Ladder were not too 
concerned with renewing pride in themselves or their teaching 
profession, one teacher argued. "We do it to make ends meet budget 
wise." To this teacher, advancement through the Career Ladder was 
worth the extra work "because 1 need the money to put my daughter 
through college,” Although the financial aspect of the program may not 
be all there is for teachers, yet it is clear that money still 
motivates to a considerable extent.
Summary
This study was conducted to identify and discriminate the 
perceptions of Tennessee public school educators toward the state-wide 
Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System known as the Career Ladder 
Program in the fifth year of its implementation. The study was guided 
by two research questions:
1, Are there differences in perception among administrators, 
nonparticipating teachers, Levels 1, II, and III teachers 
regarding the fundamental principles and beliefs and other 
related aspects of Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System 
(Career Ladder Program)?
2, Are there differences in perception among the Tennessee 
public school educators regarding the Career Ladder Program 
when data are categorized according to such demographic 
variables as age, sex, highest degree achieved, length of 
teaching and/or administrative experience in and outside 
Tennessee, type and classification of school, professional 
membership, and Career Ladder status?
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Demographic information was presented in Tables 1 through 23. A 
one-way analysis of variance was applied to data collected on the 
administrators, nonparticipating teachers, and Career Levels I, IX, and 
III teachers (five groups) so as to answer research question 1. It was 
found that statistically significant differences did exist among the 
five groups of educators in their perception toward 26 out of the 30 
statement questionnaire on the Career Ladder Program at the ,01 level 
of significance. The Scheffe procedure was then employed to determine 
exactly where the differences were.
Several different statistical measures were used to answer 
research question 2. The t test was applied to determine if 
significant differences in perception toward the Career Ladder Program 
existed among the Tennessee educators when demographic variables sex 
and professional membership of the respondents were taken into 
consideration. The means between male and female educators on all the 
items of the questionnaire appeared to be very close to each other, and 
the means between those who held memberships with the identified 
professional organizations and those who did not were almost Identical 
to each other on all the questionnaire items. These indicated that 
statistically significant differences in perception regarding the 
Career Ladder Program did not exist among the educators because of 
their sex and professional associations.
The Pearson r was used to determine the correlation coefficients 
between educators who had various experience (teaching/administrative, 
in/outside Tennessee) and their perceptions of the Career Ladder 
Program. Although both negative and positive associations were 
discovered, these relationships generally appeared to be very weak.
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A one-way analysis of variance was applied to determine whether 
significant differences existed among the respondents when their age, 
highest degree completed, Career Ladder status, type and classification 
of school were considered. Statistically significant differences 
appeared to exist hetween (1) educators* Career Ladder status and their 
perception towards the program at the .01 level of significance, and
(2) educators* highest degree completed and their perception toward 
several aspects of the program at the ,01 level. The Scheffe procedure 
was applied to determine where the differences were. However, no 
significant differences were found to exist among the respondents in 
their perception regarding the Career Ladder Program when their age, 
the type of school and classification of school in which they worked 
were taken into consideration.
CHAPTER 5
Summary, Findings, Conclusions, Recommendations, and Implications
Summary
The problem of this study was to identify and discriminate the 
perceptions of the Tennessee public school teachers and administrators 
regarding the state-wide Career Ladder Program. After reviewing the 
relevant research literature pertaining to the topic, the investigator 
found that many controversial opinions and perceptions were reported 
among the Tennessee educators about, and as a result of the Career 
Ladder Program. It was also discovered that very few studies had been 
done on the topic and a couple of the researches in existence were 
either too regional in scope or too out-of-date. Therefore, this study 
was made to examine the perceptions of the Tennessee educators through 
a state-wide survey by employing a survey instrument designed and 
developed by the investigator. Two weeks after the initial mailing in 
April, which contained the questionnaire, cover letter, stamped return 
envelope, and a complimentary Chinese stamp, follow-up phone calls were 
made to 81 educators who were randomly selected from among the 
nonrespondents to ensure a total of 74.6% response rate. The 
Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences - Extended (SPSSX) in the 
Computer Center of Gilbreath Hall, East Tennessee State University, was 
used for the computations.
Findings
The statistical analysis of the collected data indicated that 
significant differences in research question 1, and part of research 
question 2. It seemed clear that based on the results of the study, 
there were significant differences in perception among administrators
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administrators, nonparticipating teachers, and Levels I, ZI, and III 
teachers. Although educators held agreements in their perception on 
certain aspects of the Career Ladder Program, a relationship appeared 
to exist between those who achieved career status III on the ladder and 
who were administrators and a generally positive perception regarding 
the Career Ladder Program. Likewise, there appeared to exist a 
relationship between those who were non-ladder teachers and who were 
low on the ladder (Career Level I teachers) and a generally negative 
perception regarding the Tennessee Career Ladder Program. The results 
of the analysis of variance indicated that significant differences in 
perception did exist among the five groups regarding the fundamental 
principles and beliefs and other related aspects of the Career Ladder 
Program.
The results of the study indicated that:
1. Administrators, non-ladder teachers, and Career Ladder teachers
alike felt that:
a. Skills needed and used by outstanding teachers do not differ 
from skill needed by less able teachers (item 7),
b. The present evaluation process does not encourage diversity 
in teaching behavior (item 11).
c. Under the current evaluation system, differences in learners, 
schools, and school systems are not considered when assessing 
the effectiveness of teaching behavior (item 13),
d. The multiple data sources used in the program have not 
developed a complete picture of teaching performance (item 15),
e. The evaluation instruments used do not necessarily assess the 
performance competencies and skills considered important to 
effective teaching (item 16).
f. Most teachers and administrators do not understand and like the 
evaluation process (item 17).
g. The Career Ladder Program has not attracted the best people 
into the teaching profession and has not retained them 
(item 18).
h. The Career Ladder paperwork has detracted teachers from 
preparation and instructional efforts (item 21).
i. I believe there are better ways than the Career Ladder Program 
to motivate teachers to be better professionals (item 23).
j. The Tennessee educational reform movement has not caused the 
public to hold teachers in high esteem (item 26). 
k, A mediocre teacher can advance up to top levels if she/he 
chooses to "play the game" (item 27).
1. All teachers who have obtained Levels II and III are indeed not 
excellent instructors (item 28). 
m. Nonparticipating teachers of the program are not inferior to 
the Career Ladder teachers in instructional abilities and 
quality performance (item 29). 
n. Career Levels II and III teachers are not necessarily better 
teachers than Level I and nonparticipating teachers (item 30), 
Nonparticipating teachers, Levels I and II teachers agreed on the 
following issues, but Level III teachers and administrators did 
not think so:
a. The Career Ladder Program is not able to identify and reward 
outstanding teaching performance (item 1).
b. The Career Ladder Program has not enhanced instructional 
improvement (item 2).
c. Differences in teaching performance can not be assessed by 
using the present evaluation instruments and procedures 
(item 4).
d. Instruction is not the primary element on which the teacher is
being evaluated in the current evaluation system (item 6).
e. The present evaluation system will not enable all teachers who
participate to improve instruction (item 8).
f. Evaluators of the program are not well-trained to objectively 
appraise the performance of their peers (item 9).
g. The Career Ladder Program has had a negative influence on the 
quality of public education in Tennessee (item 19).
h. Advancement through the Career Ladder Program depends too much 
on "politics" and not enough on merit (item 24).
i. The monetary bonuses and the career level status are not strong 
incentives for teachers to become better professionals
(item 25).
Administrators, Levels II and III teachers had agreements on the 
following aspects of the Career Ladder Program, but 
nonparticipating teachers and Level I teachers disagreed:
a. The Career Ladder Evaluation Program focuses on performance and 
not on credentials (item 3).
b. Evaluators have a commitment to instructional improvement 
(item 10).
c. The evaluation process has identified patterns of teaching 
behavior (itBm 14).
Only the nonparticipating teachers of the program did not perceive 
the Career Ladder Program as being coupled with a professional 
development program (TN Instructional Model) (item 5).
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5. Only, those teachers who had achieved career status III perceived 
the Career Ladder Program in the following ways:
a. The program can obtain a reliable picture of teacher behavior 
because it uses multiple observations of the teacher's 
classroom teaching (item 12).
b. Teachers have renewed pride in themselves and their profession 
as a result of the program (item 22).
6. Only administrators disagreed to the statement that "implementation 
of the Career Ladder Program has had a negative effect on the 
morale of teachers in ray building" (item 20).
When demographic variables were taken into consideration,
Tennessee educators' perceptions toward the Career Ladder Program 
varied along with the particular variables. Age, sex, and professional 
membership of the educators, the type and classification of school in 
which they worked did not appear to be associated with their perception 
regarding the program. Educators' teaching and administrative 
experience in and outside Tennessee appeared to be rather weakly 
associated with their perception regarding the Career Ladder Program. 
The highest degrees achieved by the educators did not seem to affect 
their perception towards the program except in the following four 
aspects:
1. Those who had earned a doctoral degree tended to agree that 
the Career Ladder Program was able to identify and reward 
outstanding teaching performance (item 1), whereas others 
disagreed.
2. Those who had only a bachelor's degree tended to disagree that 
the Career Ladder Evaluation Program focused on performance
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and not on credentials (item 3), whereas others tended tO 
agree to this statement.
3. Those who held a doctorate believed that differences in 
teaching performance could be assessed by using the present 
evaluation instruments and procedures (item 4) while others 
did not believe so.
4. Those whose highest degrees were either a .bachelor or 
specialist tended to agree to the statement that advancement 
through the Career Ladder Program depends too much on 
"politics" and not enough on merit (Item 24) while others 
did not think so.
The demographic variable, Career Ladder status, of the educators 
who participated in the study demonstrated statistically the most 
significant difference of all the demographic variables in causing 
educators differences In perception towards the Career Ladder Program. 
There appeared to be a relationship between those educators who 
succeeded in obtaining higher level status on the ladder and a 
generally positive perception towards the program. Likewise, non­
ladder educators and educators who were low on the Career Ladder were 
associated with more negative perception towards the program in 
general. The results of this study indicated that:
1. Non-ladder educators and Levels 1, II, and III educators alike felt 
that:
a. Skills needed and used by outstanding teachers do not differ 
from skills needed by less able teachers (item 7).
b. The present evaluation process does not encourage diversity in 
teaching behavior (item 11).
133
c. Under the current evaluation system, differences in learners, 
schools, and school systems are not considered when assessing 
the effectiveness of teaching behavior (item 13).
d. The multiple data sources used in the program have indeed not 
developed a complete picture of teaching performance (item 15).
e. The evaluation instruments used do not necessarily assess the 
performance competencies and skills considered important 
effective teaching (item 16).
f. Most teachers and administrators do not understand and like the 
evaluation process (item 17).
g. The Career Ladder Program has not attracted the best people 
into the teaching profession and has not retained them 
(item 18).
h. The Career Ladder paperwork has detracted teachers from 
preparation and instructional-efforts (item 21).
i. I believe there are better ways than the Career Ladder Program 
to motivate teachers to become better professionals (item 23).
j. The Tennessee educational reform movement has not caused the 
public to hold teachers in high esteem (item 26).
k. A mediocre teacher can advance up to top levels if she or he 
chooses to "play the gome" (item 27).
1. All teachers who have obtained Levels II and III arc indeed not 
excellent instructors (item 28).
m. Nonparticipating teachers of the program are not Inferior to 
the Career Ladder teachers in instructional abilities and 
quality performance (item 29).
n. Career Levels II and III teachers are not necessarily better 
teachers than Level I and nonparticipating teachers (item 30).
Level 111 educators agreed to the following statements while
non-ladder educators, Levels I and II educators did not:
a. The Career Ladder Program is able to identify and reward 
outstanding teaching performance (item 1).
b. The Career Ladder Program has enhanced instructional 
improvement (item 2).
c. Differences in teaching performance con be assessed by using 
the present evaluation instruments and procedures (item A),
d. Instruction is the primary element on which the teacher is 
being evaluated in the current evaluation system (item 6).
e. The present evaluation system will enable all teachers who 
participate to improve instruction (item 8).
f. Evaluators of the program are well-trained to objectively 
appraise the performance of their peers (item 9).
g. The program can obtain a reliable picture of teacher behavior 
because it uses multiple observations of the teacher's 
classroom teaching (item 12).
h. The Career Ladder Program has had a positive influence on the 
quality of public education in Tennessee (item 19).
i. Implementation of the Career Ladder Program has not had a 
negative effect on the morale of teachers in my building 
(item 20).
j. Teachers have had renewed pride in themselves and their
professional as a result of the program (item 22).
k. Advancement through the Career Ladder Program does not depend
too much on "politics," but depends enough on merit (item 24),
1. The monetary bonuses and the Career Ladder status are strong
135
Incentives for teachers to become better professionals 
(Item 25).
3. Career Levels II and III educators perceived the following two 
aspects of the Career Ladder Program positively while the 
non-ladder and Level I educators disagreed to them:
a. The Career Ladder Evaluation Program focuses on performance and 
not on credentials (item 3).
b, The evaluation process has identified patterns of teaching 
behavior (item 14).
4. Career Levels I, II, and III educators agreed on the following two 
items whereas the nonparticipating educators of the program did 
not:
a. The Career Ladder Program is coupled with a professional 
development program (TN Instructional Model) (item 5).
b. Evaluators have a commitment to instructional improvement 
(item 10).
Conclusions
The following conclusions were drawn based on the findings of the 
study: —
1. Generally, there is acceptance of, and agreement with the 
officially stated fundamental principles and beliefs of the Career 
Ladder Program among administrators and Levels II and III teachers. The 
reverse is true however, among the nonparticipating teachers of the 
program and career Level I teachers.
2. The Tennessee Career Ladder Teacher Evaluation System does not 
accommodate local needs in light of unique local conditions as 
evidenced by its perceived failure to take into account differences in
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learners, schools, and school systems.
3. Communication problems exist between the State Department of 
Education and local school teachers and administrators. The constant 
revisions within the Career Ladder Program and the lack of sufficient 
understanding of the evaluation process on the part of most of the 
educators have resulted in confusion and questioning of the program's 
creditability.
A. The political nature of the program has resulted in 
gamesmanship. Some teachers advance through the program by "being able 
to play the game really well," while while equally-capable teachers are 
discouraged to choose to participate in or advance further on the 
Career Ladder.
5. The amount of paperwork and preparation required as teachers 
prepare for evaluation has detracted teachers from necessary 
instructional efforts.
6. As a merit pay plan, the Tennessee Career Ladder Program has 
made little, if any, progress in eliminating the problems inherent in 
the traditional merit pay programs. The Career Ladder Program has 
caused negative attitudes among teachers toward each other, stereotyped 
the teacher to inflexible standards, and discouraged creative teaching.
Recommendations -
Based on the findings, the following recommendations are 
suggested:
1. Educators in Tennessee public schools do not have an adequate 
understanding of the complexities of the evaluation process; therefore, 
systematic evaluation strategies should be evolved and implemented, and 
greater efforts should be made by the Tennessee State Department of
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Education in the following aspects:
a. Teachers who are preparing for evaluation must be further 
assisted so that they can be well-informed as to what to 
expect and what is expected from them for that particular 
evaluation.
b. Sufficient and timely feedback needs to be provided by the 
evaluator to the teacher candidate throughput the whole 
evaluation process. Problems with the teacher need to bo 
pointed out, and constructive suggestions should be offered 
so that the teacher can know exactly where she/he is and what 
needs to be done to obtain what is sought.
c. Program revisions and changes concerning the evaluation 
process should be explained to and clarified for teachers so 
that they can be better prepared to meet the new requirements.
2. Both the review of literature and the findings of this study 
make it necessary to recommend that the administration of the program 
be placed with the local school board, with established general 
guidelines, technical assistance and supervision from the State 
Department of Education. In this way, differences in learners, 
schools, and school systems can be more effectively accommodated and 
their needs can be better met.
3. Some strategies need to be identified that minimizes the 
amount of paperwork and duplications required of teachers for Career 
Ladder evaluation. This will ensure the teacher candidate still to have 
adequate time to carry out their normal preparation and instructional 
efforts.
4. Gamesmanship involved in the Career Ladder Program must be 
seriously dealt with. Efforts must be made by the State Department of
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Education to reduce and eliminate favoritism and "political gameplay" 
infiltrated into this instructional improvement program through 
stronger and stricter local and state supervision and constant 
monitoring.
5. Further studies need to be conducted on such issues as the 
political nature of the instructional improvement program, how to 
eliminate gamesmanship, how to better identify outstanding teachers, 
and how to solve the problems inherent in the merit pay plans.
Implications
In the process of contacting the Tennessee State Department of 
Education for information concerning the population, and on the basis 
of the findings of this study, It is strongly implied that the Career 
Ladder Program has become much more political than instructional in 
nature, which has caused much of the dissatisfaction among the rank and 
file educators.
Both comments and ratings of the participants of the study clearly 
imply that the state-wide Career Ladder Program has done very little to 
attract the best people into the teaching profession. As a matter of 
fact, excellent teachers have been driven out because of the program. 
This indicates that other options need to be considered and used.
This research study also implies that cooperation between the 
local educational agencies and the state education authorities should 
be greatly strengthened to better eliminate the problem areas.
The findings further reveal that the educational reform movement 
of the 1980s in Tennessee as characterized by the Career Ladder Teacher 
Evaluation System, has not helped teachers enhance their public esteem 
as professionals despite the monetary bonuses and the Career Ladder
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status made available by the program. Since it has not positively 
impacted on the quality of public education in Tennessee, this implies 
that the program has failed to ensure students to receive a better 
education for it presupposes that all instructional improvement comes 
through changing the teacher.
Finally, this study implies the need that further studies should 
be conducted to assess the perceptions of school supervisors, state* 
trained evaluators, and those teachers not eligible for participating 
in the program regarding the Career Ladder Program. There is also a 
need for a follow-up study at a later point using the same population 
and research instrument to determine, by comparing and contrasting, 
whether the research subjects still perceive the program the way they 
did as changes in the program are implemented and educators become 
generally more acquainted with the evaluation process.
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East Tennessee State University
College oi Education
D epartm ent o l Supervision and Adm inistration •  Bo* 19000A ■ Johnson City, Tennessee 37614*0002 •  (615) 929-4415,4430
Yuen-Cheng Yang 
P.O. Box 22979 
ETSU, Johnson City 
Tennessee 37614 
Feb 17, 1989
Mr. Jerry Cole, Principal 
Henry-Johnson Elementary School 
820 Vest Market Street 
Johnson City, TH 37601
Dear Mr. Cole:
How are you? I am a doctoral student at ETSU and I am presently
involved in trying to complete my dissertation for the requirement of the ED.D 
degree. In an effort to ensure validity and reliability of the instruments, I 
plan to field test them in two public schools in the Johnson City area.
I so very much appreciate your kindness in allowing me to field test these 
two questionnaires among the classroom teachers and administrators in your 
school. Teachers and administrators are invited to complete the questionnaires, 
mark any questionnaire items that are not clear, and make any additional 
comments that they nay have by simpling writing them down on the 
questionnaires.
Once again, I appreciate your cooperation, and thank your teachers and 
administrators for taking a few minutes of their time to assist me. Your 
suggestions and comments will be highly valuable to success of my study.
Doctoral Fellow
ETSU, Johnson City, TN 37614
Sincerelv,A yours
East Tennessee State University
College of Education
D epartm ent o l Supervision and Administration •  Bo* 19000A •  Johnson City, Tennessee 37614*0001 •  (615)929-4415,4430
Mr. Jira Heaton, Principal 
Elizabethton High School 
Bemberg Rd., it £ Street 
Elizabethton, TN 37643
Dear Mr. Heaton:
How are you? I an a doctoral student at ETSU and I an presently
involved in trying to complete ny dissertation for the requirement of the Ed.D 
degree. In an effort to ensure validity and reliability of the instruments, I 
plan to field test them in two public schools in the Johnson City area.
I so very much appreciate your kindness in allowing me to field test these 
two questionnaires among the classroom teachers and administrators in your 
school. Teachers and administrators are invited to complete the questionnaires, 
mark any questionnaire items that are not clear, and make any additional 
comments that they may have by simpling writing them down on the 
questionnaires.
Once again, I appreciate your cooperation, and thank your teachers and 
admonistrators for taking a few minutes of their time to assist me. Your 
suggestions and comments will be highly valuable to success of my study.
Yuen-Cheng Yang 
P.O. Box 22979 
ETSU, Johnson City 
Tennessee 37614 
Feb 27, 1969
curs
Doctoral Fellow
ETSU, Johnson City, TN 37614
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East Tennessee State University 
College of Education
D epartm en t o) Supervision in d  Administration •  Box 19000A •  lo h n io n  City, Tennestee 37614-0002 •  {615)920-4415,4430
Dr, C, D. Boy, Jr.
Assistant Superintendent of Secondary Schools 
Central Office of Vashington County School Board 
405 Vest College Street, Jonesboro, Tff 37659
Dear Dr. Boy:
Greetings! I an a doctoral student at ETSU and I am currently in the 
process of trying to complete writing my dissertation for the Ed.D degree. The 
problem for my study is to identify and discriminate the Tennessee public 
school teacher and administrator perceptions regarding the Tennessee Career 
Ladder Teacher Evaluation System. Unable to find appropriate instruments to 
obtain this specific information, I have decided to design my own measurement 
devices.
In an effort to validate the questionnaires, I here invite you tD serve on 
my Panel of Experts as one of the distinguished scholars I regard. I believe 
that with your extensive experience and special expertise in the area of career 
teacher evaluation, you are most qualified to examine these enclosed survey 
instruments and offer me any advice, suggestions, and comments you have.
I thank you for your willingness in taking the time and efforts to examine 
these questionnaires. Your expertise is highly respected, and your help in this 
matter would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions, do please feel 
free to contact me or Dr. Brown at 615/929-4415.
Department of S •$ A 
Box 19000A, ETSU 
Johnson City, TN 37614 
January 25, 1939
Doctoral Fellow, Department of S ft A 
ETSU, Johnson City, TN 37614
Dr. Larry Brown 
Chairman, Doctoral Committee 
ETSU, Johnson City, TN 37614
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SUPERINTENDENT 
GRANT A, ROWLAND, JR. February 6, 1989
405 W. COLLEGE STREET 
JONESBOROUGH, TN 37659 
{6I5)753'2131
Yuen-Cheng Yang
Department of Supervision and Administration 
Box 19000 A, ETSU 
Johnson City, TN 37614
Mr. Yang:
Thank you for the opportunity to assist in validating your dissertation 
questionnaires. Your topic involving Tennessee's Career Ladder program is 
timely and your data analysis could play an important part in determining 
future direction for the program.
Recommended considerations are as follows:
1. Include a Career Ladder status as a demographic item on the 
principal's questionnaire.
2. On both questionnaires in paragraph one, delete the "do" in 
"Do please respond...''.
3. On both questionnaires in item #13 change have to has.
4. In the administrative questionnaire, do the following:
a. In item #27 change "all" to "some".
b. Eliminate item #30 as one administrator cannot give a
collective answer.
The above mentioned changes should clarify potential problem areas with 
your instrument. I do not have suggestions for any additional items for your
questionnaire as it is complete as is. In your data analysis, I would suggest
analyzing with the Career Ladder status as is and reanalyze after collapsing 
into Career Ladder versus non-Career Ladder.
Sincerely
C. D. Boy, Jr. Ed.D
CDB/bh
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
D on Bull 
John Conley 
W , B. Dunbar
N athan S. Hale 
H arold K .Johnton  
Em eit L. M cKinney, Sr.
Robert Slonaker 
Bill Squibb 
Em eit J. W ard
East Tennessee State University
College of Education
D epiftm en i a t  Supervision and A dm inistration •  Box 19000A •  Johnson City, T ennessee 37614*0002 •  (6151 929*4415,4430
Dr. Horace E. Johns
Director. Business & Economic Research Center 
P. 0. Box 102
Middle Tennessee State University 
Xurfreesboro, TN 37132
Dear Dr. Johns:
How are you , Sir? I very much enjoyed the conversation we had by 
telephone on the morning of Jan 26, 1969. As I told you, I am a doctoral student 
at East TN State University, and I am currently in the process of trying to 
complete writing my dissertation for the Ed.D degree. The problem for my study 
is to identify and discriminate the Tennessee public school teacher and 
administrator perceptions regarding the Tennessee Career Ladder Teacher 
Evaluation System. Unable to find appropriate instruments to obtain the specific 
Information needed for this research, I have decided to design my own 
measurement devices.
In an effort to validate the questionnaires, 1 here invite you to serve on 
my Panel of Experts as one of the distinguished scholars I regard. I believe 
that with your extensive research experience and special expertise in the area 
of career teacher evaluation, you are most qualified to examine these enclosed 
survey instruments and offer me any advice, suggestions, and comments you have.
I thank you for your willingness in taking the time and efforts to examine 
these questionnaires. Your expertise is highly respected, and your help in this 
matter would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions, do please feel 
free to contact me or Dr. Brown at 615/929-4415.
Department of S & A 
Box 1900QA, ETSU 
Johnson City, TN 37614 
January 2C, 1989
Doctoral Fellow, Department of S fi A 
ETSU, Johnson City, TN 37614
Dr. Larry Brown 
Chairman, Doctoral Committee 
ETSU, Johnson City, TN 37614
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School of Business, P.O. Box 102 
Middle Tennessee Slate University 
Murfreesboro, Tennessee 37132
Office o f  the Director 
(613) 893*26)0
February 28, 1989
Mr. Yuen-Cheng Yang
Department of Supervision and Administration 
East Tennessee. State University 
P.O. Box 19000A
Johnson City, Tennessee 37614-0002 
Dear Mr. Yang:
I have reviewed your questionnaire and found it to be both appealing,
and from all appearances, valid. I have no real criticisms of
it.
I have enclosed a copy of the survey instrument which 1 developed 
for the article you read in Tennessee Education. You have my express 
permission to use any part of it for your project.
Best of luck.
Sincerely.
Horace' E. Johns 
Director
s
Enclosure
East Tennessee State University
College of Education
D epartm ent o( Supcrvhlon and A dm inistration •  Sox 19000A •  Johnson City, Tennessee 37614*0002 •  (61S) 929-4415,4430
Department of S fit A 
Box 19000A, ETSU 
Johnson City, TN 37614 
January 25, 1969
Dr, Larry E. Peach.
Associate Professor of Administration & Supervision 
Department of Administration and Supervision 
P. 0. Box 5031
Tennessee Technological University 
Cookeville, TN 36505
Dear Dr, Peach: :
How are you , Sir? I very much enjoyed the conversation we had by 
telephone on the evening of Jan 24, 1969. As I told you, 1 am a doctoral student 
at East TN State University, and I am currently in the process of trying to 
complete writing my dissertation for the Ed.D degree. The problem for my study 
is to Identify and discriminate the Tennessee public school teacher and 
administrator perceptions regarding the Tennessee Career Ladder Teacher 
Evaluation System. Unable to find appropriate instruments to obtain this 
specific information, I have decided to design my own measurement devices.
In an effort to validate the questionnaires, I here invite you to serve on 
my Panel of Experts as one of the distinguished scholars I regard. I believe 
that with your extensive experience and special expertise in the area of career 
teacher evaluation, you are most qualified to examine these enclosed survey 
instruments and offer me any advice, suggestions, and comments you have.
! thank you for your willingness in taking the time and efforts to examine 
these questionnaires. Your expertise is highly respected, and your help in this 
matter would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions, do please feel 
free to contact me or Dr. Brown at 615/929-4415.
Sincerely^
Yuen-Cheng Yang 
Doctoral Fellow, Department of S it A 
ETSU, Johnson City, TN 37614
Dr. Larry Brown 
Chairman, Doctoral Committee 
ETSU, Johnson City, TN 37614
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Mr. Yuen-Cheng Yang 
Doctoral Fellow
Department of Supervision and Administration -----
East Tennessee State University
P. 0. Box 19000A
Johnson City, Tennessee 37614
Dear Mr. Yang:
I have had an opportunity to review your questionnaire(s) 
-teacher and administrator. Of course you and your committee 
have been closely involved in the development of the instrument 
and have a specific concept of your purpose(s). It is evident 
that a lot of thought has gone into your development phase.
One question that comes to mind it, do you feel that it is 
necessary to have separate questionnaires for each group? Your 
research purpose will resloue this matter. You might consider 
grouping questions in the instrument into selected categories 
(evaluation, teaching performance, school improvement, and so 
forth) with a number of question ( 5 or so) relating to each 
category. It is probably important not to over emphasize one 
aspect of the career ladder program. These are just general 
thoughts and your judgement should prevail in this area.
You should give some consideration to a small pilot study 
or test of your questionnaire items. For example, select a 
group of teachers who have taught for a number of years and 
a group who have had limited experience. Determine if they 
respond as expected to the items presented. You migh select 
a group who have participated in the program and a group who 
have not. Gay and others conclude that content validity 
is not successfully expressed quantitatively and validity 
in cases such as you are involved must be assessed by experts 
in the field and centers in some level of assumption. The 
pilot study will help to determine the thinking of those 
involved in practice and are directly affected by the program.
Best wishes in your study and, hopefully, my very general 
comments will prompt some thinking about your questionnaire. 
This is a very timely topic and you should have a noteworthy 
study upon completion.
Sincerely yours,
Larry 0»each 
Associate Professor
APPENDIX C 
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East Tennessee State University
College of Education
Department ol Supervision and Administration • Box 19000A •  Johnson City, Tennessee 37614*0002 •  (615)929*4415,4430
April 28, 1989
Dear friend and colleague:
How are you? I am Yuen-Cheng Yang from China, and presently I 
am in the process of completing my doctoral study in education at 
East Tennessee State University, Johnson City, Tennessee. I am 
conducting a state-wide study of the Tennessee educators' 
perceptions regarding the Career Ladder Program for Teachers, and 
your help is very much needed,
Would you please fill out the enclosed questionnaire and 
return it to me in the self-addressed, stamped reply envelop within 
five days? The questionnaire is not lengthy at all, and it will 
take only ten minutes to complete it. Your response will he a 
tremendous assistance to me.
Enclosed here is a Chinese souvenir (a three-penny Huang-Guo- 
Shu Waterfall stamp) for you as a token of my deep appreciation.
Of course, your thoughts are worth far more to me than this symbol 
respresents. If you desire to have a copy of the research 
findings, please send me a postcard with your name and address on 
it, and it would be my pleasure to mall you one upon the completion 
of the study in May. Once again, I thank you for your 
considerateness, your time, and your thoughts in filling out the 
questionnaire and helping me out. Have a nice summer!
Yuen-Cheng Yang
APPENDIX D 
The Survey Instrument
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The Tennessee Career Ladder Program for Teachers
The Career Ladder Program for Teachers is now In its fifth year since 
its implementation in the TN public schools. Yet little has been heard 
from the Tennessee educators who have been so affected by and involved 
in it. This questionnaire is to provide you an opportunity to express 
your opinions. Please respond to the following demographics and 
statements frankly. Your name is not required and your responses will 
be held in the strictest confidence.
Demographics
Age: _  21-25; _  26-30; _  31-35; __ 36-40; __41-45; _  46-50; 
Sex: __  Female;  Male
50 and over
Highest Degree Completed:
1.   Bachelor's; 2. _ Master's; 3.   Specialist's; 4.   Doctor's
Total Years of Teaching Experience in Tennessee ____; outside Tennessee
Total Years of Administrative Experience in Tennessee ___; outside TN
Your Professional Membership: 
Career Ladder Status: Level I Level II Level III Non-Ladder
Type of School Presently Serving:
1.   Elementary; 2. __ Middle-School; 3. __ Junior High; 4.   Senior High
Classification of Your School:
1,   City; 2. _ Special School District; 3. __ County.
Please indicate your response to each of the following statements by 
CIRCLING the number which best express your opinion on the rating 
scale. The numbers 1 through 5 stand respectively for: 1 - Strongly 
Agree; 2 - Agree; 3 - Undecided; 4 - Disagree; and 5 • Strongly 
Disagree.
Perceptions of the Career Ladder Program
1. The Career Ladder Program is able to identify and reward 
outstanding teaching performance......... ..............
2. The Career Ladder Program has enhanced instructional 
improvement...........................................
3. The Career Ladder Evaluation Program focuses on 
performance and not on credentials......................
4. Differences in teaching performance can be assessed by 
using the present evaluation instruments and procedures...
5. The Career Ladder Program is coupled with a professional 
development program (TN Instructional Model)............
6. Instruction is the primary element on which the teacher
is being evaluated in the current evaluation system......
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
4
4
4
4
4
4
5
5
5
5
5
5
7. Skills needed and used by outstanding teachers do not
differ from skills needed by less able teachers..........1
8. The present evaluation system will enable all teachers
who participate to improve instruction......... ........ 1
9. Evaluators of the program are well-trained to objectively
appraise the performance of their peers..............  1
10. Evaluators have a commitment to instructional improvement.1
11. The present evaluation process does not encourage 
diversity in teaching behavior...............   1
12. The program can obtain a reliable picture of teacher 
behavior because it uses multiple observations of the 
teacher's classroom teaching......................   1
13. Under this evaluation system, differences in learners, 
schools, and school systems are considered when assessing 
the effectiveness of teaching behavior.................. 1
1A. The evaluation process has identified patterns of teaching 
behavior.............................................. 1
15. The multiple data sources used in the program have indeed 
developed a complete picture of teaching performance..... 1
16. The evaluation instruments used do not necessarily assess 
the performance competencies and skills considered 
important to effective teaching.........   1
17. Most teachers and administrators understand and like the 
the evaluation process................................. 1
18. The Career Ladder Program has attracted the best people 
into the teaching profession and retained them......... .,1
19. The Career Ladder Program has had a positive influence on
the quality of public education in Tennessee.............1
20. Implementation of the Career Ladder Program has had a 
negative effect on the morale of teachers in my building..1
21. The Career Ladder paperwork has detracted teachers from 
preparation and instructional efforts.............  1
22. Teachers have had renewed pride in themselves and their 
profession as a result of the program.............  1
23. I believe there are better ways than the Career Ladder 
Program to motivate teachers to be better professionals...1
2A. Advancement through the Career Ladder Program depends too 
much on "politics" and not enough on merit.............. 1
25. The monetary bonuses and the career level status are strong 
incentives for teachers to become better professionals,...1
26. The Tennessee educational reform movement has caused the 
public to hold teachers in high esteem......        .1
27. A mediocre teacher can advance up to top levels if she\he 
chooses to "play the game".,....................   1
28. All teachers who have obtained Levels II & III are indeed 
excellent instructors.................................. 1
29. Nonparticipating teachers of the program are inferior to 
the career ladder teachers in instructional abilities and 
quality performance.................................... 1
30. Career Levels II & III teachers are not necessarily better 
teachers than Level I & nonparticipating teachers........1
THANK YOU VERY MUCH!I!
APPENDIX E
Frequency Distributions of Questionnaire Item Responses 
of Teachers and Administrators
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Frequency Distributions of Questionnaire Item Responses 
of Levels I, II, III Teachers. Administrators 
and Non-ladder Teachers
Level 1 teachers - Group I 
Level II teachers - Group II 
Level III teachers - Group III 
Administrators - Group IV 
Non-ladder teachers - Group V
1 —  Strongly Agree
2 —  Agree
3 —  Undecided
4 —  Disagree
5 —  Strongly Disagree
Group
I II III IV V
Item
1. 1 3 3 17 11 0
2 10 17 45 21 0
3 13 6 21 12 2
4 50 17 17 14 6
5 46 18 6 4 14
2 1 3 4 18 5 0
2 21 13 45 21 1
3 19 8 19 18 1
4 46 21 19 13 8
5 33 15 5 5 12
3 1 7 4 37 12 0
2 38 28 39 30 0
3 29 9 19 9 2
4 33 14 9 8 11
5 15 6 2 3 9
4 1 1 2 14 3 1
2 17 11 40 27 0
3 29 17 19 17 1
4 48 16 24 10 13
5 27 15 9 5 7
5 1 14 7 18 14 0
2 70 33 55 32 3
3 23 12 22 12 7
4 13 5 8 3 7
5 2 4 3 1 5
6 1 5 4 10 8 1
2 32 21 49 28 2
3 16 7 16 8 3
4 56 16 28 15 9
5 13 13 3 3 7
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16 1 34 19 8 7 10
2 59 19 40 25 9
3 13 13 22 8 1
4 12 8 31 16 2
5 4 2 5 6 0
17 1 0 0 0 1 0
2 10 3 18 13 0
3 15 10 27 16 2
4 64 23 43 22 12
5 33 25 18 10 8
18 1 1 3 7 2 0
2 5 1 15 6 0
3 13 10 24 10 1
4 40 17 28 28 2
5 62 30 32 16 19
19 1 3 2 12 8 0
2 10 12 36 20 0
3 26 12 22 15 2
4 35 18 21 11 10
5 48 17 15 8 10
20 1 33 21 12 6 12
2 39 13 32 12 7
3 24 10 23 14 1
4 22 14 28 21 2
5 4 3 11 9 0
21 1 39 28 19 9 14
2 48 14 37 26 8
3 13 9 19 11 0
4 15 9 19 13 0
5 7 1 12 3 0
22 1 5 3 16 2 0
2 10 8 34 11 0
3 17 6 22 23 0
4 49 20 25 17 8
5 41 24 9 9 14
23 1 72 30 25 22 18
2 31 18 31 18 4
3 11 9 25 15 0
4 4 2 18 6 0
5 4 2 7 1 0
24 1 28 14 4 5 16
2 34 10 14 6 4
3 41 14 19 17 2
4 14 18 36 23 0
5 5 5 33 11 0
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25 1 4 4 2B 7 1
2 22 23 35 18 2
3 22 6 19 9 3
4 45 16 18 26 8
5 29 12 6 2 8
26 1 0 1 6 1 0
2 8 6 19 6 0
3 19 9 27 13 1
4 46 24 33 31 6
5 49 21 21 11 15
27 1 65 34 25 . 19 19
2 36 16 32 28 3
3 12 5 11 3 0
4 3 5 24 9 0
5 6 1 14 3 0
28 1 3 0 0 3 0
2 6 5 34 5 0
3 9 8 23 10 2
4 50 25 32 27 7
5 54 23 17 17 13
29 1 2 2 3 3 2
2 4 0 5 3 0
3 4 1 8 2 0
4 27 21 35 19 3
5 85 37 55 35 17
30 1 73 34 35 31 18
2 39 19 40 22 4
3 5 5 15 4 0
4 4 2 13 2 0
5 1 1 3 3 0
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